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PER CURIAM: Appellants appeal the circuit court's grant of summary judgment
in favor of Respondents. The circuit court granted summary judgment on
Appellants' claim Respondents violated section 37-10-102 of the South Carolina
Code (Attorney Preference Statute) during the execution of a mortgage loan
between the parties. Appellants argue the circuit court improperly granted
summary judgment because Respondents did not satisfy their statutory burden by
showing they substantially complied with the Attorney Preference Statute by
ascertaining Appellants' preferred representative legal counsel prior to the
mortgage closing. We find the Attorney Preference Statute inapplicable to the
underlying loan transaction. Accordingly, we affirm® pursuant to Rule 220(b),
SCACR, and the following authorities: Rule 220(c), SCACR ("The appellate court
may affirm any ruling, order, decision or judgment upon any ground(s) appearing
in the Record on Appeal.”); S.C. Code Ann. § 37-10-102 (2015) (stating a lender
must ascertain the borrower's attorney preference prior to the closing of a loan
"secured in whole or in part by a lien on real estate,” when the primary purpose of
the loan is for a "personal, family or household purpose™ (emphasis added)).

AFFIRMED.

SHORT, KONDUROS, and GEATHERS, JJ., concur.

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



