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PER CURIAM:  Palmetto Asset Investments, LLC (Palmetto) appeals the 
master-in-equity's order striking Palmetto's rule to show cause motion, finding 
taxpayer Francisco Nicolas Miguel made a good faith effort to comply with the 
master's January 7, 2020 order voiding a tax sale and deed, and ordering Greenville 
County to provide Miguel with the total amount of delinquent taxes due and 
owing.  On appeal, Palmetto argues the master erred in finding Miguel 
substantially complied with the requirements of the master's prior order.  We 
affirm pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR.

We hold the master's decision to strike Palmetto's rule to show cause motion is the 
law of the case because it did not challenge this ruling in its final brief of appellant.  
See First Union Nat. Bank of S.C. v. Soden, 333 S.C. 554, 566, 511 S.E.2d 372, 
378 (Ct. App. 1998) ("[An] unchallenged ruling, right or wrong, is the law of the 
case and requires affirmance.").  Further, we hold the master did not abuse his 
discretion in finding Miguel made a good faith effort to comply with the January 7, 
2020 order in its consideration of Miguel's motion to enforce judgment and 
determine amount due.  See BB & T v. Taylor, 369 S.C. 548, 551, 633 S.E.2d 501, 
503 (2006) ("An abuse of discretion arises where the judge issuing the order was 
controlled by an error of law or where the order is based on factual conclusions 
that are without evidentiary support.").  

AFFIRMED.1

KONDUROS, MCDONALD, and VINSON, JJ., concur.

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


