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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA i) ., INTHE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

F3iTe—

) - DEC 09 2016
SC Court of Appeals

This matter comes before the Court on Defendant’s, Nadine Adams, Motion to Reconsider

Defendant.

COUNTY OF MCCORMICK  &¥E:'j1j )i+ .ELEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
Sony Adams, W sy Jyp A CASE NO. 2015-CP-35-0070
O ) PR
Plaintiff, i}z py ).
H ) LY S: i
vs. ) ORDER AMENDING JUDGMENT
) T \7 B
Nadine Adams, ) RECE bV e
)
)

pursuant to Rule 59(e), SCRCP. Accordingly, Defendant moves to alter or amend the judgment
issued on August 15, 2016. This matter came before the Court on May 11, 2016 as a nonjury trial
arising out of a dispute between Plaintiff, Sony Adams, and Defendant over a mobile home and a
~ portion of real property. Pursuant to the Order, this Court ruled in favor of Plaintiff ordering that
Defendant retain title to the mobile home and land; Defendant pay Plaintiff $45,883.12; and in lieu
of the payment, Defendant deed portion of the property upon which the mobile home sits to
Plaintiff. Defendant filed the Motion to Reconsider-on August 29, 2016 and thereafter, Plaintiff
responded to the motion on September 7, 2016.

Defendant states the court erred in finding that: (1) the value of the real estate increased by
the amount of money Plaintiff spent repairing the mobile home; (2) Defendant is required to deed
portion of the real estate upon which the mobile home sits to Plaintiff when Plaintiff testified that ‘
he did not want the property, only the title to the mobile home; and (3) Defendant is required to
deed a portion of the property to Plaintiff upon which the mobile home sits when the ruling is
ambiguous as to the amount of the property to be deeded to Plaintiff as well as the dimensions of
the property. :

Defendant cites Stringer v. Oil Co., Inc. v. Bobo, 320 S.C. 369, 465 S.E.2d 366 (Ct. App.

1996) to support her claim that the court erred in finding that the value of the real property was Q
o

X\

increased by the amount of improvements made by Plaintiff. Defendant states there was no
testimony presented at trial regarding the increased value, and Defendant testified that she did not
believe the improvements on the mobile home increased the value of the property. However,

Plaintiff argues that the Court did not err in awarding damages to the amount of money he spent
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improving the property. Plaintiff cites Boykin v. Contracting, Inc. v. Kirby, 405 S.C. 631, 748
S.E.2d 795 (Ct. App. 2013), which was distinguished by Stringer, to support his argument.

This Court ruled that the title to the mobile home and the land belongs to Defendant;
however, Defendant would be unjustly enriched if she retained possession of the mobile home
without compensation to Plaintiff. The calculation of damages was based on the cost of
improvements to the mobile home and the payment of taxes made by Plaintiff, not any increase in
value to the real estate. The Stringer case does not apply here because that court did not have
competing evidence on damages, while here, Plaintiff provided receipts evidencing the work he
performed on the mobile home and real property. This Court ruled that the mobile home on the
property was a fixture of the land and thus, Defendant would be unjustly enriched if she retained
possession of the mobile home since Defendant did not contribute to the improvements and failed
to pay taxes on the real property.

In regards to the second issuc,.Defendant states that this Court erred in finding that she is
required to deed a portion of her land to Plaintiff since Plaintiff testified that he only wanted title
to the mobile home. Plaintiff argues that he only testified thét the mobile home was attached to
real property and could not be removed. At trial, Plaintiff testified that he believed the Defendant
would convey title to the mobile home and would either sell or give him a portion of the real éstate
upon which the mobile home is situated. This Court ordered that Defendant deed the portion of
the real property upon which the mobile home sits to Plaintiff in lieu of paying Plaintiff $45,883.12
because the mobile home is now affixed to the real property. '

Defendant further argues that the Court’s ruling on the amount of property to be deeded to
Plaintiff is ambiguous and as a result, the Court should amend or alter the judgment. Plaintiff does
not dispute Defendant’s-claim; instead, he requests that Defendant deed to Plaintiff one acre to
satisfy the minimum acreage of real property that the McCormick County Planning Department
will approve for a plat. This Court cannot determine the amount of real estate to be deeded to
Plaintiff based upon the evidence but, in lieu of the payment, Defendant shall deed to Plaintiff the
portion of the land upon which the mobile home sits in acreage sufficient to satisfy the

requirements of McCormick County governing authorities.
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ORDER
Accordingly, after careful consideration of the motilon made and the recofd in this case,
Defendant’s Motion to Reconsider is GRANTED in part.
It is therefore, ORDERED, that Item 3 of the Order issued August 15, 2016 is amended to

read:

3) In lieu of payment of $45, 883.12, Defendant shall deed that portion of the real
property upon which the Mobile Home sits to Plaintiff in acreage sufficient to
satisfy the requirements of McCormick County governing authorities.

Pursuant to Rule 59(f), SCRCP, oral argument is not necessary.
AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

s Lo
ALISON RENEE LEE
Presiding Judge

October .28 , 2016
Columbia, South Carolina



