OPINIONS

OF

THE SUPREME COURT

AND

COURT OF APPEALS

OF

SOUTH CAROLINA

ADVANCE SHEET NO. 18
May 11, 2023
Patricia A. Howard, Clerk

Columbia, South Carolina
www.sccourts.org




CONTENTS

THE SUPREME COURT OF SOUTH CAROLINA

PUBLISHED OPINIONS AND ORDERS

Order — In the Matter of James Kristian Falk

11

UNPUBLISHED OPINIONS
None
PETITIONS - UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT
28114 — Patricia Damico v. Lennar Carolinas

28120 — State v. Angela D. Brewer

Pending

Pending

EXTENSION TO FILE PETITION - UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT

None
PETITIONS FOR REHEARING

28095 — The Protestant Episcopal Church v. The Episcopal
Church

28133 — Glenn Odom v. McBee Municipal Election Commission
28134 — Brad Walbeck v. The I’On Company

28142 — State v. Stewart Jerome Middleton

28145 — State v. Timothy Ray Jones, Jr.

28149 — State v. Mary Ann German

28151 — Ani Creation Inc., et al. v. City of Myrtle Beach

Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending

Pending




THE SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS

PUBLISHED OPINIONS

5985 — Buftfalo Creek Investments, Inc. v. Stephen H. Pettus

13

UNPUBLISHED OPINIONS

2023-UP-174 — Mackenzie Blackmon v. Michelle Blackmon
(Filed May 3, 2023)

2023-UP-175 — SCDSS v. Gerrelle Snow
(Filed May 5, 2023)

2023-UP-176 — Kenneth Rivera, #318979 v. SCDC (2)
2023-UP-177 — John Mayers v. Konan Henthorn
2023-UP-178 — CRM of the Carolinas, LLC v. Trevor W. Steel

2023-UP-179 — Ronald Mims v. Diane Ray

PETITIONS FOR REHEARING
5964 — Aracelis Santos v. Harris Investment (3)

5965 — National Trust for Historic Preservation v. City of North
Charleston

5972 — McEntire Produce v. S.C. Dep’t of Revenue
5974 — The State v. Calvin D. Ford
5975 — Rita Glenn v. 3M Company

5977 — Jackie Chalfant v. Carolinas Dermatology Group, PA

Pending

Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending

Pending




EXTENSIONS TO FILE PETITION FOR REHEARING

None
PETITIONS — SUPREME COURT OF SOUTH CAROLINA

5832 — State v. Adam Rowell Pending
5834 — Vanessa Williams v. Bradford Jeffcoat Pending
5839 — In the Matter of Thomas Griffin Pending
5855 — SC Department of Consumer Affairs v. Cash Central Pending
5860 — Kelaher, Connell & Conner, PC v. SCWCC Pending
5882 — Donald Stanley v. Southern State Police Pending
5903 — State v. Phillip W. Lowery Pending
5906 — Isaac D. Brailey v. Michelin N.A. Pending
5911 — Charles S. Blackmon v. SCDHEC Pending
5912 — State v. Lance Antonio Brewton Pending
5914 — State v. Tammy D. Brown Pending
5916 — Amanda Huskins v. Mungo Homes, LLC Pending
5921 — Cynthia Wright v. SCDOT Pending
5922 — State v. Olandio R. Workman Pending
5923 — Susan Ball Dover v. Nell Ball Pending



5925 — Patricia Pate v. College of Charleston

5926 — Theodore Wills v. State

5930 — State v. Kyle M. Robinson

5931 — Stephen R. Edwards v. Scapa Waycross, Inc.
5932 — Basilides Cruz v. City of Columbia

5933 — State v. Michael Cliff Eubanks

5934 — Nicole Lampo v. Amedisys Holding, LLC

5935 — The Gulfstream Café v. Palmetto Industrial
5942 — State v. Joseph L. Brown, Jr.

5943 — State v. Nicholas B. Chhith-Berry

5946 — The State v. Frankie L. Davis, 111

5947 — Richard W. Meier v. Mary J. Burnsed

5948 — Frankie Padgett v. Cast and Crew Entertainment
5951 — State v. Xzariera O. Gray

5953 — State v. Nyquan T. Brown

5954 — State v. Rashawn Carter

5955 — State v. Philip Guderyon

5956 — Trident Medical v. SCDHEC (Medical University)
5957 — SCDSS v. Brian Frank

5969 — Wendy Grungo-Smith v. Joseph Grungo

5

Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending

Pending



2021-UP-242 — G. Allen Rutter v. City of Columbia
2021-UP-252 — Betty Jean Perkins v. SCDOT

2021-UP-277 — State v. Dana L. Morton

2021-UP-288 — Gabriel Barnhill v. J. Floyd Swilley
2022-UP-095 — Samuel Paulino v. Diversified Coatings, Inc.
2022-UP-113 — Jennifer McFarland v. Thomas Morris
2022-UP-118 — State v. Donald R. Richburg

2022-UP-119 — Merilee Landano v. Norman Landano
2022-UP-161 — Denis Yeo v. Lexington Cty. Assessor
2022-UP-170 — Tony Young v. Greenwood Cty. Sheriff’s Office
2022-UP-175 — Brown Contractors, LLC v. Andrew McMarlin
2022-UP-186 — William B. Justice v. State

2022-UP-189 — State v. Jordan M. Hodge

2022-UP-197 — State v. Kenneth W. Carlisle

2022-UP-205 — Katkams Ventures, LLC v. No Limit, LLC
2022-UP-209 — The State v. Dustin L. Hooper

2022-UP-213 — Dr. Gregory May v. Advanced Cardiology
2022-UP-228 — State v. Rickey D. Tate

2022-UP-243 — In the Matter of Almeter B. Robinson (2)

Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending

Pending



2022-UP-245 — State v. John Steen d/b/a John Steen Bail Bonding
2022-UP-251 — Lady Beaufort, LLC v. Hird Island Investments
2022-UP-252 — Lady Beaufort, LLC v. Hird Island Investments (2)
2022-UP-253 — Mathes Auto Sales v. Dixon Automotive
2022-UP-255 — Frances K. Chestnut v. Florence Keese
2022-UP-256 — Sterling Hills v. Elliot Hayes

2022-UP-269 — Steven M. Bernard v. 3 Chisolm Street

2022-UP-270 — Latarsha Docena-Guerrero v. Government Employees
Insurance

2022-UP-276 — Isiah James, #096883 v. SCDC (2)
2022-UP-282 — Roger Herrington, II v. Roger Dale Herrington
2022-UP-293 — State v. Malette D. Kimbrough

2022-UP-294 — Bernard Bagley #175851 v. SCDPPPS (2)
2022-UP-296 — SCDOR v. Study Hall, LLC

2022-UP-298 — State v. Gregory Sanders

2022-UP-303 — Daisy Frederick v. Daniel McDowell
2022-UP-305 — Terri L. Johnson v. State Farm

2022-UP-307 — Frieda H. Dortch v. City of Columbia
2022-UP-308 — Ditech Financial, LLC v. Kevin Snyder

2022-UP-309 — State v. Derrick T. Mills

Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending

Pending

Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending

Pending



2022-UP-312 — Guardian ad Litem, James Seeger v. Richland School Dt.  Pending
2022-UP-313 — Vermell Daniels v. THI of SC Pending

2022-UP-314 — Ronald L. Jones v. Rogers Townsend & Thomas, P.C. Pending

2022-UP-316 — Barry Adickes v. Phillips Healthcare (2) Pending
2022-UP-319 — State v. Tyler J. Evans Pending
2022-UP-320 — State v. Christopher Huggins Pending
2022-UP-323 — Justin R. Cone v. State Pending
2022-UP-326 — Wells Fargo Bank v. Michelle Hodges Pending

2022-UP-331 — Ex Parte: Donald Smith (In re: Battersby v. Kirkman) Pending

2022-UP-333 — Ex Parte: Beaullah and James Belin Pending
2022-UP-334 — Anthony Whitfield v. David Swanson Pending
2022-UP-336 — In the Matter of Ronald MJ Gregg Pending
2022-UP-337 — U.S. Bank, N.A. v. Rhonda Lewis Meisner (3) Pending
2022-UP-338 — State v. Derrick J. Miles Pending
2022-UP-340 — State v. Amy N. Taylor Pending
2022-UP-354 — Chicora Life Center v. Fetter Health Care Network Pending
2022-UP-360 — Nationstar Mortgage LLC v. Barbara A. Gibbs Pending
2022-UP-362 — Jonathan Duncan v. State Pending
2022-UP-380 — Adonis Williams v. State Pending
2022-UP-382 — Mark Giles Pafford v. Robert Wayne Duncan, Jr. Pending

8



2022-UP-402 — Todd Olds v. Berkeley County

2022-UP-410 — Alvetta L. Massenberg v. Clarendon County Treasurer
2022-UP-413 — Lucas Marchant v. John Doe

2022-UP-415 —J. Morgan Kearse v. The Kearse Family Education Trust
2022-UP-422 — Paula Russell v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc.

2022-UP-425 — Michele Blank v. Patricia Timmons (2)

2022-UP-435 — Andrew Desilet v. S.C. Dep’t of Motor Vehicles
2022-UP-437 — Nicholas Thompson v. Bluffton Township Fire District
2022-UP-444 — State v. James H. Baldwin

2022-UP-450 — State v. Melvin J. White

2022-UP-452 — In the Matter of Kevin Wright

2022-UP-462 — Karrie Gurwood & Howard Gurwood v. GCA
Services Group, Inc.

2023-UP-020 — Bridgett Fowler v. Fedex
2023-UP-037 — Diana Bright v. Craig Bright
2023-UP-041 —Joy Wymer v. Floyd Hiott

2023-UP-044 — Deutsche Bank National Trust Company v. Doris J.
Dixon

2023-UP-051 — State v. Jason E. Stoots

2023-UP-070 — James Kincannon v. Ashely Griffith

Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending

Pending

Pending
Pending
Pending

Pending

Pending
Pending

Pending



2023-UP-075 — Dana Dixon v. SCDMH (2) Pending

10



The Supreme Court of South Carolina

In the Matter of James Kristian Falk, Respondent

Appellate Case Nos. 2023-000662 and 2023-000663

ORDER

The Office of Disciplinary Counsel asks this Court to place Respondent on interim
suspension pursuant to Rule 17(b) of the Rules for Lawyer Disciplinary
Enforcement (RLDE) contained in Rule 413 of the South Carolina Appellate Court
Rules (SCACR). The petition also seeks appointment of the Receiver to protect
the interests of Respondent's clients pursuant to Rule 31, RLDE, Rule 413,
SCACR.

IT IS ORDERED that Respondent's license to practice law in this state is
suspended until further order of this Court.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Peyre T. Lumpkin, Esquire, is hereby appointed
to assume responsibility for Respondent's client files, trust account(s), escrow
account(s), operating account(s), and any other law office accounts Respondent
may maintain. Mr. Lumpkin shall take action as required by Rule 31, RLDE, Rule
413, SCACR, to protect the interests of Respondent's clients. Except as authorized
by Rule 31(d)(5), RLDE, Rule 413, SCACR, Mr. Lumpkin may not practice law in
any federal, state, or local court, including the entry of an appearance in a court of
this State or of the United States. Mr. Lumpkin may make disbursements from and
close Respondent's trust account(s), escrow account(s), operating account(s), and
any other law office accounts Respondent may maintain that are necessary to
effectuate this appointment.

This Order, when served on any bank or other financial institution maintaining

trust, escrow and/or operating account(s) of Respondent, shall serve as an
injunction to prevent Respondent from making withdrawals from the account(s)
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and shall further serve as notice to the bank or other financial institution that Peyre
T. Lumpkin, Esquire, has been duly appointed by this Court.

Finally, this Order, when served on any office of the United States Postal Service,
shall serve as notice that Peyre T. Lumpkin, Esquire, has been duly appointed by
this Court and has the authority to receive Respondent's mail and the authority to
direct that Respondent's mail be delivered to Mr. Lumpkin's office.

s/Donald W. Beatty C.J.
FOR THE COURT

Columbia, South Carolina
May 4, 2023
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals

Buffalo Creek Investments, Inc., Plaintiff,
V.

Stephen H. Pettus a/k/a Stephen Pettus and Christopher
Gravley, Respondents,

and
Edwin Young and Barrett Maners, Intervenors,

Of whom Edwin Young and Barrett Maners are the
Appellants.

Appellate Case No. 2020-000952

Appeal From Lancaster County
Wilson Davis, Special Referee

Opinion No. 5985
Submitted December 1, 2022 — Filed May 11, 2023

REVERSED

Walter Keith Martens, of Hamilton Martens, LLC, of
Rock Hill, for Appellants.

Stephen H. Pettus, of Lancaster, pro se.

Christopher Gravley, of Lancaster, pro se.
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LOCKEMY, A.J.: In this foreclosure action, Edwin Young and Barrett Maners
(collectively, Buyers) allege the special referee erred by granting Stephen H.
Pettus's and Christopher Gravely's (collectively, Mortgagors') motion to vacate a
foreclosure and set aside a judicial sale. We reverse.

FACTS/PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mortgagors executed a promissory note payable to Buffalo Creek Investments, Inc.
(Mortgagee) for $50,000.00, together with a twelve percent interest rate and a
balloon payment provision. Mortgagors secured the note with a real estate
mortgage for their residence (Subject Property) in Lancaster County.

Mortgagee commenced this foreclosure action by filing a lis pendens, summons,
and complaint against Mortgagors. The complaint alleged that between July 2018
and December 2018, Mortgagors missed four monthly payments towards the note
and there were no subsequent payments after December. Mortgagee stated that as
of May 10, 2019, Mortgagors owed $58,442.75 plus interest towards their
promissory note obligations. Mortgagee also claimed the Subject Property was not
owner-occupied and was not subject to the terms of the May 2, 2011 administrative
order of the supreme court (2011-05-02-01)! (2011 Administrative Order) because
"the mortgage was granted to allow [Mortgagors] to invest in a business."
Mortgagee filed affidavits of service, stating that Mortgagors had been served with
Mortgagee's pleadings by delivering and leaving a copy of the pleadings at the
Subject Property. Mortgagee subsequently filed an affidavit of default, stating

'S.C. Supreme Court Administrative Order 2011-05-02-01, In re Mortgage
Foreclosure Actions, was issued by Chief Justice Jean Hoefer Toal in response to
reports of "failed or delayed loss mitigation efforts" between lenders and
homeowners. In re Mortg. Foreclosure Actions, 396 S.C. 209, 210, 720 S.E.2d
908, 908 (2011). It intends to ensure that eligible homeowners and lenders have
"been afforded the benefits of loan modification or other loss mitigation where
possible" and parties take certain steps for mortgage foreclosure intervention
procedures. Id. at 210, 720 S.E.2d at 908. The 2011 Administrative Order
provides that if parties failed to comply with the order, a court could "impose such
sanctions as it determines to be reasonable and just under the circumstances." Id.
at 214, 720 S.E.2d at 910.
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Mortgagors had not provided any pleadings in response and were in default. The
circuit court referred this matter to the special referee.

An 1nitial foreclosure hearing was scheduled but was rescheduled to allow
Mortgagee to appear and testify. At the second foreclosure hearing, Mortgagee
appeared but Mortgagors did not; the special referee commenced the hearing and at
its conclusion, issued a decree of foreclosure on September 20, 2019. The special
referee specifically found the 2011 Administrative Order did not apply because the
mortgage was a business line of credit. The referee determined (1) Mortgagee was
entitled to foreclose its real estate mortgage because Mortgagors were in default of
the promissory note; (2) Mortgagee had made a proper demand against
Mortgagors; and (3) the Subject Property was to be sold at a public auction.
Mortgagee served Mortgagors copies of the decree of foreclosure, notice of sale,
and record of sale.

At the public auction, Buyers purchased the property for $78,750 and satisfied
their bid in full on November 15, 2019. The special referee subsequently issued a
deed to Buyers and filed an order and report confirming the sale. Mortgagors did
not file a motion for reconsideration or an appeal of the decree of foreclosure or the
order and report confirming the sale.

Mortgagors subsequently filed a motion to vacate the foreclosure and set aside the
judicial sale. Buyers intervened to oppose the motion.

The same special referee held a hearing on Mortgagors' motion to vacate the
foreclosure sale. First, Mortgagors argued Buyers were not bona fide purchasers
for value and not protected under section 15-39-870 of the South Carolina Code
(2005) because Buyers were on notice of defects in the service process and the
failure to properly serve them removed this matter from the court's jurisdiction.
Second, they contended the 2011 Administrative Order was applicable because the
property was owner-occupied and the status of the property was available through
public tax records and through the public records related to the case, such as
Mortgagee's process of service affidavit, which stated Mortgagors were served by
leaving copies of the pleadings at their "usual place of abode," i.e. the Subject
Property. Third, according to Mortgagors, if the special referee did not vacate the
foreclosure sale, they would stand to lose $242,500, the full amount they paid for
the property, while Buyers would be returned the amount they paid at the sale if
the special referee vacated the foreclosure. Mortgagors therefore contended the
equities weighed in favor of vacating the foreclosure sale.
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Buyers argued the special referee should not vacate the foreclosure sale. Buyers
asserted (1) they were bona fide purchasers for value without notice protected
under section 15-39-870; (2) issues raised by Mortgagors, regarding service and
applicability of the 2011 Administrative Order, did not affect their status as bona
fide purchasers because they were in no way responsible for "irregularities in the
proceedings or even an error in the judgment under which the sale [was] made"
and there were no accompanying circumstances to vacate the sale; and (3) the
purchase price at the foreclosure sale was not so low as to shock the conscience
and set aside the sale.

Following the hearing, the special referee vacated the foreclosure and set aside the
judicial sale. First, it determined Buyers were not bona fide purchasers for value
without notice because they had notice that the Subject Property was
owner-occupied and the 2011 Administrative Order applied. Second, the special
referee concluded it was just and equitable to vacate the foreclosure and set aside
the judicial sale because Buyers would be refunded their purchase price amount if
the sale was vacated, while Mortgagors stood to lose $242,500 if the sale was not
vacated. Third, the special referee determined a vacation of the foreclosure and
sale was necessary because the sale was so gross as to shock the court's conscience.
The referee ordered Mortgagee refund Buyers $78,750. It also ordered the
Register of Deeds of Lancaster County to void the title conveying the Subject
Property to Buyers.

Buyers filed a motion to reconsider, which the special referee denied. This appeal
followed.

ISSUES ON APPEAL

1. Did the special referee abuse its discretion in setting aside a valid foreclosure
sale when it failed to recognize that the purchasers were "bona fide purchasers for
value without notice" who should have been protected from Mortgagors' post-sale
challenge by the provisions of section 15-39-8707?

2. Did the special referee abuse its discretion in setting aside a valid foreclosure
sale when it applied the incorrect standard of consideration to the Mortgagors'
motion to vacate, focusing on alleged irregularities in the underlying foreclosure
action and the "equities," rather than the absence of any evidence of irregularity in
the conduct of the sale?

16



3. Did the special referee abuse its discretion in setting aside a valid foreclosure
sale when it ignored long-standing precedent and found that Buyers' bid "shocked
the court's conscience" even though Buyers bid more than three times the amount
our courts have typically required as a minimum threshold?

STANDARD OF REVIEW

"A mortgage foreclosure is an action in equity." Hayne Fed. Credit Union v.
Bailey, 327 S.C. 242, 248, 489 S.E.2d 472, 475 (1997). "In actions in equity
referred to a special referee with finality, the appellate court may view the evidence
to determine the facts in accordance with its own view of the preponderance of the
evidence, though it is not required to disregard the findings of the special referee."
Florence Cnty. Sch. Dist. No. 2 v. Interkal, Inc., 348 S.C. 446, 450, 559 S.E.2d
866, 868 (Ct. App. 2002). "However, the determination of whether a judicial sale
should be set aside is a matter left to the sound discretion of the [special referee]."
Wells Fargo Bank, NA v. Turner, 378 S.C. 147, 150, 662 S.E.2d 424, 425 (Ct. App.
2008). "An abuse of discretion occurs when the conclusions of the [special
referee] are either controlled by an error of law or are based on unsupported factual
conclusions." Belle Hall Plantation Homeowner's Ass'n, Inc. v. Murray, 419 S.C.
605, 615, 799 S.E.2d 310, 315 (Ct. App. 2017).

LAW/ANALYSIS

As an initial matter, we address Buyers' argument that the special referee ignored
its prior determination that the 2011 Administrative Order did not apply and failed
to consider that Mortgagors did not appeal the decree of foreclosure. Buyers
contend Mortgagors lost their opportunity to challenge this finding when they
failed to appeal and it became the law of the case. We agree.

Pursuant to the law of the case doctrine, the special referee's determination in the
decree of foreclosure that the 2011 Administrative Order did not apply bound the
parties to this holding because no party appealed the decree. See Judy v. Martin,

381 S.C. 455, 458, 674 S.E.2d 151, 153 (2009) (determining that a party may not
seek relief from an order not appealed "because the order has become the law of

the case"); In re Morrison, 321 S.C. 370,372 n.2, 468 S.E.2d 651, 652 n.2

(1996) (noting that an unappealed ruling becomes the law of the case and
precludes further consideration of the issue on appeal); Bartles v. Livingston, 282
S.C. 448, 461-62, 319 S.E.2d 707, 715 (Ct. App. 1984) (determining a party was
bound in all subsequent proceedings by a foreclosure decree it did not appeal); A¢/.
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Coast Builders & Contractors, LLC v. Lewis, 398 S.C. 323, 329, 730 S.E.2d 282,
285 (2012) (stating "an unappealed ruling, right or wrong, is the law of the case").
Therefore, the special referee erred in subsequently finding the 2011
Administrative Order did apply.

I. Bona Fide Purchasers

Buyers argue the special referee erred in determining they were not bona fide
purchasers for value without notice and setting aside the judicial sale. They
contend they satisfied the elements and the referee erred in not finding Mortgagors'
claims were barred. We agree.

"A judicial sale should not be set aside except for cogent reasons. The purpose of
the law and of the proceedings in which a sale has been decreed is that it shall be
final." E. Sav. Bank, FSB v. Sanders, 373 S.C. 349, 355, 644 S.E.2d 802, 805 (Ct.
App. 2007). A party claiming the status of a bona fide purchaser must show: "(1)
actual payment of the purchase price of the property, (2) acquisition of legal title to
the property, or the best right to it, and (3) a bona fide purchase, 'i.e., in good faith
and with integrity of dealing, without notice of a lien or defect." Robinson v. Est.
of Harris, 378 S.C. 140, 146, 662 S.E.2d 420, 423 (Ct. App. 2008) (quoting Spence
v. Spence, 368 S.C. 106, 117, 628 S.E.2d 869, 874-75 (2006)).

Upon the execution and delivery by the proper officer of
the court of a deed for any property sold at a judicial sale
under a decree of a court of competent jurisdiction the
proceedings under which such sale is made shall be
deemed res judicata as to any and all bona fide
purchasers for value without notice, notwithstanding such
sale may not subsequently be confirmed by the court.

§ 15-39-870.

"[A] purchaser in good faith at a judicial sale 1s not affected by irregularities in the
proceedings or even error in the judgment, under which the sale 1s made . . . ."
Bloody Point Prop. Owners Ass'n, Inc. v. Ashton, 410 S.C. 62, 67, 762 S.E.2d 729,
732 (Ct. App. 2014) (quoting Cumbie v. Newberry, 251 S.C. 33,37, 159 S.E.2d
915,917 (1968)).
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It must be presumed from the judgment rendered that the
[special referee] considered and adjudicated the
regularity and sufficiency of each and every step in the
proceedings leading up to it, including the sufficiency of
the complaint, the issuance and service of process upon
the defendants, and the rights and interests of the parties
to the action under the allegations and evidence; and
although the conclusions with respect to those matters, or
any of them, might have been erroneous, so that they
would have been reversed on appeal, they do not make
the judgment void collaterally.

Id. at 68, 762 S.E.2d at 733 (quoting Gladden v. Chapman, 106 S.C. 486, 491, 91
S.E. 796, 797 (1917)).

We hold the special referee erred in determining Buyers were not bona fide
purchasers for value without notice and in setting aside the judicial sale. See Wells
Fargo Bank, 378 S.C. at 150, 662 S.E.2d at 425 ("[T]he determination of whether a
judicial sale should be set aside is a matter left to the sound discretion of the trial
court."); Murray, 419 S.C. at 615, 799 S.E.2d at 315 ("An abuse of discretion
occurs when the conclusions of the circuit court are either controlled by an error of
law or are based on unsupported factual conclusions."). Here, Buyers were bona
fide purchasers for value without notice because they satisfied their bid in full and
received the deed pursuant to an order from the special referee. See Robinson, 378
S.C. at 146, 662 S.E.2d at 423 (determining two elements a party must satisfy to
claim the status of a bona fide purchaser for value without notice are "(1) actual
payment of the purchase price of the property, (2) acquisition of legal title to the
property, or the best right to it" (quoting Spence, 368 S.C. at 117, 628 S.E.2d at
874-75)). Furthermore, Buyers purchased the Subject Property in good faith and
without notice of defect. See id. (stating the party must have purchased the
property "in good faith and with integrity of dealing, without notice of a lien or
defect" to claim the status of a bona fide purchaser for value without notice). They
determined from filings that (1) Mortgagors did not respond to Mortgagee's
pleadings, (2) the special referee determined Mortgagors were in default, (3) the
2011 Administrative Order did not apply, and (4) they had no notice of any alleged
irregularities in the underlying lawsuit.
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In regards to Mortgagors' arguments before the special referee that Mortgagee did
not properly serve them with its pleadings and therefore removed the matter from
the special referee's jurisdiction, we find Mortgagors' claims of defective service in
the underlying foreclosure action did not affect Buyers' status as bona fide
purchasers for value without notice. See Bloody Point, 410 S.C. at 67, 762 S.E.2d
at 732 (holding that "a purchaser in good faith at a judicial sale is not affected by
irregularities in the proceedings or even error in the judgment, under which the sale
is made"); id. at 68, 762 S.E.2d at 733 (stating that an appellate court presumes the
special referee "considered and adjudicated the regularity and sufficiency of each
and every step in the proceedings leading up to [the judgment] including the
sufficiency of the complaint [and] the issuance and service of process upon the
defendants" (quoting Gladden, 106 S.C. at 491, 91 S.E. at 797)). We are required
to presume the proceedings leading to the foreclosure sale were sufficient.
Therefore, we conclude the special referee erred in not affording Buyers protection
under section 15-39-870 as bona fide purchasers for value without notice and by
not determining res judicata barred Mortgagors' claims. Accordingly, we reverse
the special referee's finding that Buyers were not bona fide purchasers for value
without notice.

II. Relative Equities

Buyers argue the special referee erred in considering the "relative equities" of
Buyers and Mortgagors in determining that a vacation of the foreclosure and set
aside of the judicial sale was just and equitable. We agree.

"A judicial sale will be set aside when either: (1) the sale price "is so gross as to
shock the conscience[;]" or (2) the sale "is accompanied by other circumstances
warranting the interference of the court." Wells Fargo Bank, 378 S.C. at 150, 662
S.E.2d at 425 (quoting Poole v. Jefferson Standard Life Ins. Co., 174 S.C. 150,
157,177 S.E. 24, 27 (1934)).

We hold the special referee erred in weighing the equities of each party's potential
loss in vacating the foreclosure and setting aside the judicial sale. See Wells Fargo
Bank, 378 S.C. at 150, 662 S.E.2d at 425 ("[T]he determination of whether a
judicial sale should be set aside is a matter left to the sound discretion of the trial
court."); Murray, 419 S.C. at 615, 799 S.E.2d at 315 ("An abuse of discretion
occurs when the conclusions of the circuit court are either controlled by an error of
law or are based on unsupported factual conclusions."). The referee should have
examined whether "the sale was accompanied by other circumstances warranting
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the interference of the court." See Wells Fargo Bank, 378 S.C. at 150, 662 S.E.2d
at 425. Because the special referee determined there were alleged irregularities in
the events preceding the sale and Mortgagors did not present any evidence of
irregularities with the sale proceeding itself, the special referee abused its
discretion. See Wachesaw Plantation E. Cmty. Servs. Ass'n, Inc. v. Alexander, 420
S.C. 251, 263, 802 S.E.2d 635, 642 (Ct. App. 2017) (standing for the proposition
that in the absence of mistake, fraud, misrepresentation, or other unfairness in the
course of a judicial sale proceedings, the sale should be upheld). Accordingly, we
reverse the special referee's determination that the equities weighed in favor of
vacating the foreclosure and setting aside the sale.

ITI1. Foreclosure Sale Price

Buyers argue the special referee abused its discretion in finding their sale price bid
was so low as to shock the court's conscience. We agree.

A judicial sale will not be set aside due to an inadequate
sale price unless: (1) the price was so grossly inadequate
as to shock the conscience of the court; or (2) an
inadequate—but not grossly inadequate—yprice at the sale
is accompanied by other circumstances from which the
court may infer fraud has been committed.

Winrose Homeowners' Ass'n, Inc. v. Hale, 428 S.C. 563, 569, 837 S.E.2d 47, 50
(2019). "South Carolina courts have not established a bright-line rule for what
percentage of the sale price must be met with respect to the actual value of the
property in order to shock the conscience of the court." Id. at 570, 837 S.E.2d at
50. "However, a search of South Carolina jurisprudence reveals only when judicial
sales are for less than ten percent of a property's actual value, have our courts

consistently held the discrepancy to shock conscience of the court." E. Sav. Bank,
373 S.C. at 359, 644 S.E.2d at 807.

We hold the special referee erred in determining the sale price of the Subject
Property shocked the court's conscience and setting aside the judicial sale. First,
the special referee abused its discretion in comparing the amount Buyers paid for
the Subject Property with the amount Mortgagors paid, instead of analyzing the
actual value of the Subject Property presented through the evidence. See Winrose
Homeowners' Ass'n, 428 S.C. at 570, 837 S.E.2d at 50 (""South Carolina courts
have not established a bright-line rule for what percentage of the sale price must be
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met with respect to the actual value of the property in order to shock the
conscience of the court.") (emphasis added). Additionally, while South Carolina
has not adopted a bright-line rule regarding the percentage amount a judicial sale
must surpass so as to not shock the court's conscience, Buyers' bid amount was an
acceptable amount because it was thirty-two percent of what Mortgagors paid for
the Subject Property and thirty-three percent of the assessed value. See E. Sav.
Bank, 373 S.C. at 359, 644 S.E.2d at 807 ("[A] search of South Carolina
jurisprudence reveals only when judicial sales are for less than ten percent of a
property's actual value, have our courts consistently held the discrepancy to shock
conscience of the court."). Therefore, the bid amount was greater than ten percent,
which is the percentage our appellate courts have generally applied to determine
adequacy of a sale price at a judicial sale absent other circumstances. Accordingly,
we reverse the special referee's finding that Buyers' bid amount was unacceptable
because it shocked the conscience.

CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing, the special referee's order vacating the foreclosure and
setting aside the judicial sale is

REVERSED.?
WILLIAMS, C.J., and THOMAS, J., concur.

2 We decide this case without oral argument pursuant to Rule 215, SCACR.
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