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II.

III.

IV.

STATEMENT OF ISSUES/QUESTIONS PRESENTED

Did the Court of Appeals err in affirming the circuit court’s decision to
strike and dismiss Petitioner’s defenses and counterclaims for failure
to prosecute or to comply with a court order where the circuit court’s
only asserted basis for doing so was Petitioner’s failure participate in
the foreclosure intervention process?

Did the Court of Appeals err in affirming the circuit court on the basis
that Respondent’s motion was converted into one for summary
judgment, where there is nothing in the record indicating such a
conversion occurred or would have been proper?

Did the Court of Appeals err in affirming the circuit court’s
determination that Petitioner’s counterclaims were moot a) in the
absence of any factual record and b) where her claims, and at least her
claim for damages, were not shown to be moot?

Did the Court of Appeals err in affirming the circuit court’s decision
that struck Petitioner’s defenses and dismissed her counterclaims
where neither the circuit court’s analysis in reaching its decision nor
the Court of Appeals’ analysis in affirming that decision square with
any rule, statute, or other law that permits the dismissal of any claim
or the striking of any defense?



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The Respondent, U.S. Bank National Association as successor trustee to
LaSalle Bank National Association, as Trustee under the Pooling and Servicing
Agreement, dated as of April 1, 2002, among Asset Backed Funding Corporation,
Litton Loan Servicing LP and LaSalle Bank National Association, ABFC Asset Backed
Certificates, Series 2002-SB1 (hereinafter “U.S. Bank”), sued the Petitioner, Kelley
Burr (hereinafter “Burr”), filing a summons and complaint seeking foreclosure of a
mortgage on November 1, 2010. (Appx. pp. 102-08.) Burr answered and
counterclaimed through her then-counsel, David P. Reuwer, Esquire. (Appx. pp. 109-
16.) Burr’s defenses and counterclaims centered on common factual allegations that
“Burr and her husband provided [U.S. Bank] and/or its successor trustee with detailed
information and documentation upon request of [U.S. Bank,]” that U.S. Bank’s
authorized agents and employees “stated and represented to [Burr] that she would be
taken care of not losing her residential home so long as she participated in the Home
Affordable Modification Program [(hereinafter ‘HAMP’),]” that Burr “did cooperate
and agree to participate in [HAMP,]” and that U.S. Bank “did not conduct a fair,
reasonable, comprehensive analysis nor reconsideration of her home mortgage
payment amount problem, and that the Plaintiff never intended to actually do so.”
(Appx. pp. 110-11.) Burr pled defenses and counterclaims labeled as “unclean hands,”
“breach of contract,” “fraud and misrepresentation in the inducement,” “unfair trade
practices,” “in pari delicto,” and “residential home.” (Appx. pp. 111-14.) Burr alleged
U.S. Bank “breached the terms of the contract [evidenced by the note and mortgage]

and its duty to service the agreement in good faith” and that U.S. Bank “stated and



represented over time and telephone calls and correspondence that it would reconsider
and help [Burr] into an affordable loan modification, such that she would not lose her
residential home.” (Appx. pp. 112, 113.) U.S. Bank pled numerous defenses to Burr’s
counterclaims. (Appx. pp. 117-24.) Those defenses did not include mootness. (Appx.
pp. 117-24.)

On May 2, 2011, Chief Justice Jean H. Toal of the Supreme Court of South

Carolina issued In re: Mortgage Foreclosure Actions, 396 S.C. 209, 720 S.E.2d 908

(2011) (South Carolina Supreme Court Administrative Order 2011-05-02-01)
(hereinafter “the Administrative Order”), which sets out a framework for notifying
mortgagor defendants in actions seeking mortgage foreclosure of owner-occupied
dwellings of those defendants’ right to foreclosure intervention. Id. at 211-14. The
Administrative Order also sets forth a process for the conclusion of foreclosure
intervention efforts, generally in one of three ways: 1) successful settlement of the
claim for foreclosure through foreclosure intervention, 2) good-faith attempts to settvle
the foreclosure claim that do not succeed in resolving the foreclosure, despite the
participation of both mortgagor and mortgagee in the foreclosure intervention process,
and 3) failure of the mortgagor defendant to participate in the foreclosure intervention
process, either through failure to respond to the notice of right to foreclosure
intervention at all or through completion of the foreclosure intervention process in a
way that does not result in resolution of the foreclosure because of the mortgagor’s
failure to provide necessary information. Id. U.S. Bank served Burr’s then-counsel
with a notice of right to foreclosure intervention on July 25, 2011. (Appx. pp. 172-77.)

U.S. Bank’s counsel and Burr’s attorney at that time communicated about the notice,



and U.S. Bank re-sent the notice on August 9, 2011. (Appx. p. 178.) On October 26,
2011, U.S. Bank’s counsel served a certification that Burr had “failed, refused, or
voluntarily elected not to participate in any foreclosure intervention process[,]” stating
that despite U.S. Bank extending the deadline for Burr to submit documents and records
for evaluation in the foreclosure intervention process, “[n]o documents or records were
ever received by [U.S. Bank’s] counsel.” (Appx. pp. 178-80.)

On April 17, 2012, U.S. Bank served the motion that is subject of this appeal,
stating that Burr “has failed to prosecute and even has defeated her own counterclaims
by not responding to [U.S. Bank’s] efforts to offer her a loan modification proposal, in
addition to not providing information to allow consideration of Burr for a modification.
Therefore, pursuant to Rule 12(c), 12(f), and 41(b), S.C. Rules of Civil Procedure, U.S.
Bank hereby moves to dismiss Burr’s counterclaims and to strike her defenses.” (Appx.
pp. 126-42.) The motion asserted that Burr’s defenses and counterclaims against U.S.
Bank are “all based primarily on an alleged failure to ‘conduct a fair, reasonable,
comprehensive analysis’ and ‘reconsideration of her home mortgage amount

3

problem[,]’” contended that Burr failed to prosecute her claims by failing to engage in
the foreclosure intervention process, and contended that Burr’s claims were moot
because U.S. Bank had offered Burr a modification proposal on January 10, 2012, to
which offer she never responded. (Appx. pp. 126, 129-30.) Attached to the motion
were the certification of mortgagor noncompliance that U.S. Bank had already filed

and printouts of email messages between U.S. Bank’s attorney, that lawyer’s paralegal,

and Burr’s then-counsel. (Appx. pp. 132-41.) No testimony, by affidavit or otherwise,



was served with or ever offered in support of the motion. (Appx. pp. 132-41, 146, p.
163 In. 11-15, p. 165 In. 23-24, p. 168 In. 4-5.)

A hearing on U.S. Bank’s motion was set for Thursday, September 13, 2012.
(Appx. pp. 95, 150.) On the evening of September 10, 2012, Burr hired new counsel,
the undersigned, who took over representation from Burr’s previous attorney and filed
a notice of appearance on the day of the motion hearing. (Appx. p. 153 In. 4-12, p. 162
In. 4-6, p. 181.)

U.S. Bank’s counsel focused argument at the hearing on its contention that Burr
had failed to prosecute her counterclaims by failing to respond to overtures to engage
in foreclosure intervention. (Appx. p. 154 In. 10 — p. 161 In. 25, p. 167 In. 9 — p. 168
In. 3, p. 168 In. 22 —p. 169 In. 4.) U.S. Bank’s counsel’s only argument with regard to
Rule 12(c), SCRCP, was that Burt’s counterclaims were moot because U.S. Bank
offered her a modification. (Appx. p. 159 In. 1-5, p. 161 In. 10-16.) U.S. Bank’s
counsel did not advance an argument at the hearing concerning Rule 12(f), SCRCP.
(Appx. pp. 150-70.)

In response to U.S. Bank’s argument, Burr’s new counsel argued at the hearing
that Burr’s previous attorney’s conduct in failing to “pay the attention to settlement
negotiations that maybe ought to have been paid” did not amount to a failure to
prosecute. (Appx. p. 162 In. 6-11, 19-25, p. 163 In. 1-9.) Burr’s new counsel also
argued that there was no factual material in the record tending to establish mootness of
the counterclaims and that Burr’s claim that U.S. Bank promised Burr a modification
and then reneged on that promise before the lawsuit was commenced was not moot and

would not be subject to a motion for judgment on the pleadings. (Appx. pp. 110-11, p.



165 In. 21 ~ p. 166 In. 7.) Burr’s counsel made an oral motion to amend the answer
and counterclaim, stating, “I hadn’t really been in this case long enough to find out
exactly what it is that I want to add, but I know I want it to read differently from the
way it reads now.” (Appx. p. 166 In. 8-16.)

The court announced at the hearing that it was “going to grant the motion to
strike the counterclaims” and stated that, to make a motion to amend, Burr would need
to make a written motion with a proposed amended pleading attached. (Appx. p. 169
In. 15-25.) Upon inquiry from Burr’s counsel, the court noted that its ruling was “[n]ot
prejudicial to your right to make a motion [to amend], but that doesn’t mean it’s going
to be amended, and whoever hears that motion can perhaps look at my Order and
determine whether or not your proposed amendments fall outside — or fall inside or
outside what I’ve dismissed.” (Appx. p. 170 In. 1-8.)

In an order filed October 1, 2012, the court granted U.S. Bank’s motion, ruling
that “[blased on the arguments presented by counsel, the documents and evidence
presented, and Rules 41(b) and Rules 12(c) and 12(f) of the South Carolina Rules of
Civil Procedure, Plaintiff’s Motion for to Dismiss Defendant Burr’s Counterclaims and
to Strike Affirmative Defenses is hereby GRANTED.” (Appx. pp. 95, 98.) The court
found that Burr engaged in a failure to prosecute and that the four factors relevant to

whether to grant a dismissal for failure to prosecute in McComas v. Ross, 368 S.C. 59,

626 S.E.2d 902 (Ct. App. 2006), were met in this case. (Appx. pp. 96-97.) The court
also ruled that “Burr’s claims are moot because they are based on an alleged scenario

of her not being offered a loan modification” since U.S. Bank “offered Burr a



modification proposal on January 10, 2012, and no evidence shows that Burr responded
to this offer until April.” (Appx. pp. 97-98.)

Burr made a timely motion to reconsider in which she noted the arguments her
counsel made at the hearing and also pointed out that U.S. Bank “did not advance any
arguments concerning [the standards applicable to motions under Rules 12(c) and
12(f)], and the Court’s order does not contain any analysis of whether these standards
were met[,]” with Burr stating thét “Rules 12(c) and 12(f), SCRCP, do not provide an
appropriate basis for the Court’s decision.” (Appx. pp. 143-49.) The court denied this
motion, without a hearing, in a one-sentence order filed October 16, 2012. (Appx. p.
99.) Burr appealed to the Court of Appeals.

The Court of Appeals affirmed the dismissal of Burr’s counterclaims on the
basis that they were moot. (Appx. p. 2.) The court found that a judgment in Burr’s
favor “would have no practical effect on the controversy” because “Burr had been
offered the primary relief that she sought, a negotiated loan modification[.]” (Appx. p.
2.) The Court of Appeals did not mention that Burr sought damages in her
counterclaim.

The Court of Appeals also affirmed the circuit court’s striking of Burr’s
defenses, stating that “[a]s the trial court looked beyond the pleadings to the loan
modification process, we review the court’s dismissal of Burr’s affirmative defenses as
a grant of summary judgment.” (Appx. p. 2.) The opinion does not mention that U.S.
Bank presented no affidavits, deposition testimony, or other factual material in support
of its motion. (Appx. pp. 2-3.) The Court of Appeals went on, however, to state the

factual conclusion that “Burr did not provide the documents requested by U.S. Bank,



which made U.S. Bank unable to complete the loan modification offered to Burr.”
(Appx. p. 2.) The court summed up its impression of how the circuit court reached its
decision in this case by stating that Burr’s “defenses and counterclaims were reviewed
by the trial court, deemed insufficient, and dismissed.” (Appx. p. 2.)

Burr petitioned for rehearing, noting in her petition, among other things, that
even U.S. Bank had agreed in its brief that its motion was not considered as one for
summary judgment and that the first indication Burr had ever had that the motion might
be treated as one for summary judgment was when the Court of Appeals issued its
opinion. (Appx. pp. 5, 7.) The Court of Appeals requested that U.S. Bank submit a
return to the petition, and U.S. Bank did so. (Appx. pp. 19-30.) The Court of Appeals
denied the petition for rehearing. (Appx. p. 31.)

Burr petitioned to this Court for a writ of certiorari. The Court granted certiorari
in this case on March 7, 2017.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

“When reviewing a motion to dismiss for failure to prosecute pursuant to Rule
41(b), SCRCP, an appellate court may reverse the trial court’s decision upon an abuse
of discretion. An abuse of discretion occurs when the conclusions of the trial court are
either controlled by an error of law or are based on unsupported factual conclusions.”

In re: Care and Treatment of Miller, 393 S.C. 248, 256, 713 S.E.2d 253, 257 (2011).

Rule 12(c), SCRCP, provides for a judgment on the pleadings in a proper case.
The standard of whether such a motion should be granted is the same as for a motion
under Rule 12(b)(6), SCRCP, and the appellate court applies the same standard to the

review of an order granting such a motion. See Russell v. City of Columbia, 305 S.C.




86, 406 S.E.2d 338 (1991); Falk v. Sadler, 341 S.C. 281, 533 S.E.2d 350 (Ct. App.

2000); Fireman’s Ins. Co. v. Cincinnati Ins. Co., 302 S.C. 234, 394 S.E.2d 855 (Ct.

App. 1990).

Rule 12(f), SCRCP, provides that the Court “may order stricken from any
pleading any insufficient defense or any redundant, immaterial, impertinent or
scandalous matter.” A motion to strike that challenges a theory of recovery pled by the
non-movant is in the nature of a motion to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(6), SCRCP.

McCormick v. England, 328 S.C. 627, 494 S.E.2d 431 (Ct. App. 1997).

“A motion to dismiss a counterclaim must be based solely on the allegations set

forth in the counterclaim. See Rule 12(b)(6), SCRCP; Baird v. Charleston County, 333

S.C. 519,527,511 S.E.2d 69, 73 (1999). ‘A Rule 12(b)(6) motion may not be sustained
if facts alleged and inferences reasonably deducible therefrom would entitle the

[complainant] to any relief on any theory of the case.” Stiles v. Onorato, 318 S.C. 297,

300,457 S.E.2d 601, 602-3 (1995). The question is whether in the light most favorable
to the complainant, and with every doubt resolved on her behalf, the counterclaim states

any valid claim for relief. Toussaint v. Ham, 292 S.C. 415,416,357 S.E.2d 8,9 (1987).

The counterclaim should not be dismissed merely because the trial court doubts the

complainant will prevail in the action. Id.” Charleston County Sch. Dist v. Laidlaw

Transit, Inc., 348 S.C. 420, 559 S.E.2d 362 (Ct. App. 2001) (citations in original). In
deciding a motion for judgment on the pleadings, the trial court may not consider
matters outside the allegations of the pleadings. Falk, 341 S.C. at 281; Firemen’s Ins.

Co., 302 S.C. at 234.



When reviewing the grant of a summary judgment motion, this court applies
the same standard that governs the trial court under Rule 56(c), SCRCP. Fleming v.
Rose, 350 S.C. 488, 493, 567 S.E.2d 857, 860 (2002). That standard is that “summary
judgment may be rendered only when the pleadings, depositions, answers to
interrogatories, and admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if any, show that
there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to
Judgment as a matter of law. Additionally, it must be shown that further inquiry into
the facts of the case is not desirable to clarify the application of the law.” Folkens v.
Hunt, 290 S.C. 194, 196, 348 S.E.2d 839, 841 (Ct. App. 1986). “All ambiguities,
conclusions, and inferences arising from the evidence must be construed most strongly

against the moving party.” Nelson v. Charleston County Parks & Recreation Comm.,

362 S.C. 1, 605 S.E.2d 744 (Ct. App. 2004). “When determining if any triable issues
of fact exist, the evidence and all reasonable inferences must be viewed in the light
most favorable to the non-moving party. Moreover, since it is a drastic remedy,
summary judgment should be cautiously invoked so that a litigant will not be

improperly deprived of a trial on disputed factual issues.” Englert, Inc. v. LeafGuard

USA, Inc., 377 S.C. 129, 133-34, 659 S.E.2d 496, 498 (2008).

ARGUMENT
Burr did not engage in any behavior that could reasonably be construed as a
failure to prosecute. She apparently failed to provide U.S. Bank with the documents
that it stated it needed to evaluate her for a loan modification, but that was, at most, a

failure to engage in settlement negotiations. (Appx. p. 146, p. 162 In. 6-11.) That is

10



not a failure to prosecute. (Appx. pp. 145-46, p. 162 In. 10-11, p. 162 In. 19 — p. 163
In. 9, p. 164 In. 15-21.)

What happened here is that Burr’s previous attorney failed to do a good job (or
much of a job at all) in participating in settlement negotiations with U.S. Bank. (Appx.
pp. 126-41, 178-79, p. 154 In. 25 —p. 160 In. 5, p. 162 In. 6-9.) U.S. Bank served and
filed a certification of Burr’s failure to participate in the foreclosure intervention
process, which allowed the foreclosure action to proceed. (Appx. pp. 178-80); see In

re: Mortgage Foreclosure Actions, 396 S.C. at 212.

The circuit court simply decided that it was proper to dismiss Burr’s
counterclaims and strike her defenses because she failed to participate in foreclosure
intervention, even though the Administrative Order provides that what is to happen in
such circumstances is just for the foreclosure action to proceed. Id. The remedy under
the operative administrative order for a mortgagor defendant’s failure to participate in
foreclosure intervention negotiation is not the dismissal of counterclaims or the striking
of defenses. Id.

Because the Court of Appeals could not affirm on the basis that Burr had
violated the Administrative Order (because she had not) and could not affirm on the
basis that Burr failed to prosecute (because she did not), the Court of Appeals found
other grounds on which to affirm the circuit court’s ruling. The grounds the Court of
Appeals chose for affirmance are just as flawed as those stated by the circuit court —
and they do not even appear from the record. Burr has yet to have a court correctly

apply the law to U.S. Bank’s motion. She hopes this Court will do so.

11



L Since Burr did not do anything that amounted to a failure to prosecute
or to comply with an order, the circuit court erred in dismissing her
counterclaims and striking her affirmative defenses for an ostensible
failure to prosecute or comply with an order.

U.S. Bank’s motion and the circuit court’s decision were based on conduct that,
while regrettable, did not constitute failure to prosecute. (Appx. pp. 145-46, p. 162 In.
6-11, p. 162 In. 19 —p. 163 In. 9, p. 164 In. 15-21.) Black’s Law Dictionary defines
“prosecute” as “[t]Jo commence and carry out a legal action[.]” Black’s Law Dictionary

566 (2d pocket ed 2001). The leading recent South Carolina reported case analyzing a

dismissal for failure to prosecute, McComas v. Ross, dealt with a situation in which the

plaintiff in that case did not show up on time at the courtroom for the trial. 368 S.C. at
60-61. That is the sort of conduct that would trigger an analysis of whether a failure to
prosecﬁte has occurred, and then an analysis of whether that failure to prosecute
warrants dismissal. Cf. id. at 60-64.

Older South Carolina cases concerning dismissals for failure to prosecute also

deal most often with failure of a plaintiff to attend trial. See Small v. Mungo, 254 S.C.

438, 175 S.E.2d 802 (1970) (dismissal for failure to prosecute affirmed where plaintiff

and counsel did not appear when case called for trial); Bond v. Corbin, 68 S.C. 294, 47

S.E. 374 (1904) (dismissal for failure to prosecute affirmed where plaintiff did not show
up for trial at pre-set time and date and still failed to attend after two continuances given
so that he could get to trial). One case deals with a dismissal for failure to prosecute
where the plaintiff repeatedly failed to meet procedural requirements of the “Summons

(Complaint Not Served)” procedure, which no longer exists. Don Shevey & Spires,

Inc. v. American Motors Realty Corp., 279 S.C. 58, 301 S.E.2d 757 (1983). Other

cases deal with dismissals for something that is not strictly failure to prosecute but is a

12



bit different, the failure to comply with court orders. See Orlando v. Boyd, 320 S.C.

509, 466 S.E.2d 353 (1996) (reversal of exclusion of expert witness for failure to
comply with order and following grant of summary judgment based on inability to offer

expert testimony because of exclusion); Georganne Apparel, Inc. v. Todd, 303 S.C. 87,

399 S.E.2d 16 (Ct. App. 1990) (affirmation of dismissal for failure to comply with

conditions of order); Therens v. Faircloth, 291 S.C. 451, 354 S.E.2d 54 (Ct. App. 1987)
(affirmation of dismissal for failure to comply with conditions of order in prior case).
Here, contrary to what the circuit court ruled, we do not have a failure of Burr
to comply with an order. The only order that was at issue in this matter at the time U.S.
Bank’s motion was heard was this Court’s Administrative Order. Burr cannot have
failed to comply with that order, because that order did not require her to do anything;
rather, that administrative order puts requirements on foreclosure plaintiffs and simply
sets out a mechanism for foreclosure defendants, like Burr, to request foreclosure

intervention if they want it. In re: Mortgage Foreclosure Actions, 396 S.C. at 211-12.

The Administrative Order makes no requirements at all of a mortgagor defendant but
simply provides that if such a defendant wants to engage the foreclosure plaintiff in
foreclosure intervention discussions, the defendant may do so by notifying the
plaintiff’s counsel in the way described in the order. Id. at 211-12. The rest of the
process spelled out in the Administrative Order consists of requirements the order
makes of the foreclosure plaintiff. Id. at 211-14. A foreclosure defendant may comply
with the order by doing nothing at all, since the order does not require a foreclosure
defendant to do anything. It provides for what may happen if a foreclosure defendant

does not do certain things, but it does not require the defendant to do them. Id. Further,
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the remedy under that order for a situation in which the mortgagor defendant ignores
foreclosure intervention efforts after requesting foreclosure intervention is for the
plaintiff to deny foreclosure intervention on that basis and have its lawyer serve and
file a notice of denial of foreclosure intervention so that the case may proceed. Id. at
212.

What happened in this case was not the kind of thing that is a failure to
prosecute. (Appx. pp. 145-46, p. 162 In. 6-11, p. 162 In. 19 —p. 163 In. 9, p. 164 In.
15-21.) U.S. Bank could not point to even one instance of Burr not appearing at a roster
meeting or other court event and could point out no instance of Burr failing to
participate in discovery. (Appx. pp. 126-41, 146, 153-70.) Everything of which U.S..
Bank complained, and everything the circuit court found as a basis for its decision,
dealt with Burr’s failure to participate in a process of resolving this case by neither
party prosecuting the claims in this case. (Appx. pp. 95-98, 126-41, p. 154 In. 10 — p.
161 In. 25, p. 167 In. 9 — p. 168 In. 3, p. 168 In. 22 — p. 169 In. 4.) U.S. Bank never
complained of Burr having failed to do something to advance the prosecution of her
counterclaims, and the circuit court did not find she engaged in such behavior. (Appx.
pp. 95-98, 126-41, p. 154 In. 10— p. 161 In. 25, p. 167 In. 9 —p. 168 In. 3, p. 168 In. 22
—p. 169 In. 4.) The circuit court stated that “Burr ‘has been given abundant opportunity

to litigate[,]’” quoting Georganne Apparel, but conduct concerning litigation or the

opportunity to litigate was not what was the subject of U.S. Bank’s motion or the
grounds on which the circuit court based its order; rather, the circuit court based its
order on failure to engage in settlement negotiations. (Appx. pp. 95-98, 126-41, p. 154

In.10-p. 161 1n.25,p. 167 In. 9 —p. 168 In. 3, p. 168 In. 22 —p. 169 In. 4.) The circuit
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court never should have begun the four-factor analysis under McComas, because that
is the analysis of whether a failure to prosecute warrants dismissal. 368 S.C. at 63.
Under McComas, only when there has been a failure to prosecute does the court then
determine whether dismissal is appropriate based on a four-factor analysis: “(1) the
plaintiff’s degree of personal responsibility; (2) the amount of prejudice caused by the
defendant; (3) the presence of a drawn out history of deliberately proceeding in a
dilatory fashion; and (4) the effectiveness of sanctions less drastic than dismissal.” Id.
Since there was no failure to prosecute, that analysis does not fit well here, as the
square-peg-round-hole reasoning of the circuit court’s order demonstrates. (AppX. pp.
95-98.)

The circuit court simply decided that it was proper to dismiss Burr’s
counterclaims and strike her defenses not because she failed to prosecute them but,
instead, because she failed to participate in foreclosure intervention. (Appx. pp. 95-
98.) The Administrative Order provides that what is to happen in such circumstances
is just for the foreclosure action to proceed, not for a mortgagor defendant’s claims to

be dismissed and her defenses stricken. In re: Mortgage Foreclosure Actions, 396 S.C.

at212. U.S. Bank had already served and filed its certification when it made its motion;
procedurally, there was nothing to delay trial of the case. See id.

The circuit court dismissed Burr’s counterclaim and struck her defenses on the
basis of something that does not constitute a failure to prosecute. While Burr
recognizes that the circuit judge was operating in the absence of any authority
interpreting the Administrative Order, what is evident is that the circuit court’s decision

was controlled by an error of law: a misconception of what a failure to prosecute is and
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is not. That is an abuse of discretion and is reversible error. In re: Care and Treatment

of Miller, 393 S.C. 248, 256, 713 S.E.2d 253, 257 (2011).
II. This was not a summary judgment motion.

The Court of Appeals’ opinion states that “[a]s the trial court looked beyond
the pleadings to the loan modification process, we review the court’s dismissal of
Burr’s affirmative defenses as a grant of summary judgment.” (Appx. p.2.). The lower
court, however, did not treat the motion as one for summary judgment. U.S. Bank
agrees. In U.S. Bank’s brief to the Court of Appeals in this case, it stated that “U.S.
Bank’s motion was not considered as a motion for summary judgment[.]” (Appx. p.
76.) Burr never raised any issue about summary judgment below or in her briefs, since
conversion of U.S. Bank’s motion to one for summary judgment was never an issue in
this case — it did not happen, and no one maintained that it did. U.S. Bank never argued
that the motion had been converted to one for summary judgment; hence, Burr never
made any argument about that until she petitioned for rehearing, as that was her first

opportunity to do so. See I’'On, L.L.C. v. Town of Mt. Pleasant, 338 S.C. 406, 418 n.

6, 526 S.E.2d 716 (2000) (appellant may address in reply brief additional sustaining

ground arguments made by respondent).
Like Rule 12(b)(6), Rule 12(c), SCRCP, provides that:

If, on a motion for judgment on the pleadings, matters
outside the pleadings are presented to and not excluded
by the Court, the motion shall be treated as one for
summary judgment and disposed of as provided in Rule
56, and all parties shall be given reasonable opportunity
to present all material made pertinent to such a motion
by Rule 56.
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This Court has spoken to how materially identical language in Rule 12(b)(6),

SCRCP, is to be interpreted. In Brown v. Leverette, 291 S.C. 364, 367, 353 S.E.2d

697, 699 (1987), this Court ruled that the trial court erred in treating a motion to dismiss
as one for summary judgment where “[t]he trial court gave no notice to the parties that
it was going to consider the affidavits and hear the 12(b)(6) motion as a motion for

summary judgment.” Twelve years later, this Court cited Brown in stating the

following:

We have interpreted this language as meaning “the trial
court may treat a 12(b)(6) motion as a motion for
summary judgment and consider matters presented
outside the pleadings if the parties are afforded a
reasonable opportunity to respond to such matters in
accordance with Rule 56(c) and (e) of the South Carolina
Rules of Civil Procedure. The notice provisions in Rule
56 are incorporated into Rule 12(b)(6).” Brown v.
Leverette, 291 S.C. 364, 367, 353 S.E.2d 697, 698-99
(1987); see also Johnson v. Dailey, 318 S.C. 318, 457
S.E.2d 613 (1995). In Brown, we found the trial court
had not given notice to the parties that it was going to
consider the affidavits and hear the 12(b)(6) motion as a
motion for summary judgment. Thus, the supporting
affidavits in Brown were improperly considered by the
trial court in ruling on the 12(b)(6) motion.

... We find that the trial court improperly converted
County’s 12(b)(6) motions into summary judgment
motions. . ..

... the trial court did not give notice to the parties prior
to the hearing that it was going to consider affidavits and
hear the 12(b)(6) motions as motions for summary
judgment. The first indication that County’s 12(b)(6)
motions would be converted to summary judgment
motions was the trial court’s order of dismissal. Under
these facts, the trial court erred in converting County’s
12(b)(6) motions into motions for summary judgment.
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Baird v. Charleston Cnty., 333 S.C. 519, 527-28, 511 S.E.2d 69 (1999). This Court

noted that “[p]Jroviding notice” — from the context, plainly meant to refer to notice that
the motion would be treated as one for summary judgment — “prior to the hearing is
essential under Rule 56(c). . ...However, there is no evidence in this case suggesting
Doctors had any notice prior to the hearing, in compliance with Rule 56, SCRCP, that
the trial court would look beyond the pleadings in considering County’s 12(b)(6)
motions.” Id. at 528 n. 6.

This Court has adhered to this principle through time. The Court has
“recognize[d] that a motion to dismiss may be converted into a motion for summary
judgment when the court considers matters outside the pleadings[,]” but, “in order for
the conversion to take place, the parties must be afforded a reasonable opportunity to

introduce evidentiary matters of their own.” Charleston Cnty. Sch. Dist. v. Harrell, 393

S.C. 552,559 n. 4,713 S.E.2d 604, 608 n. 4 (2011) (internal quotation marks omitted).
Here, Burr was given no such notice, no such opportunity. Nothing would have tipped
Burr off that the motion might be treated as one for summary judgment, since nothing
that can be used to support a motion for summary judgment was served with U.S.
Bank’s motion; all that was served with it was an unsworn certification of mortgagor
noncompliance signed by U.S. Bank’s lawyer. In fact, at no point did U.S. Bank ever
offer any testimony, by affidavit or otherwise, in support of its motion. (Appx. pp. 132-
41,146,p. 163 In. 11-15, p. 165 In. 23-24, p. 168 In. 4-5.) It would have been improper
for the circuit court to convert U.S. Bank’s motion into one for summary judgment, and

it was improper for the Court of Appeals to do so.
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In Brown, this Court rebuked the trial court for its improper procedure in
implicitly converting the 12(b)(6) motion into one for summary judgment, stating that
“[the first indication that the respondents’ affidavits would be used to support the
12(b)(6) motion was the trial court’s order of dismissal.” 291 S.C. at 367. In Baird,
this Court issued a similar rebuke, as “[t]he first indication that County's 12(b)(6)
motions would be converted to summary judgment motions was the trial court’s order
of dismissal.” 333 S.C. at 528. In the instant case, the first indication that U.S. Bank’s
motion would converted into one for summary judgment was when the Court of
Appeals issued its opinion on appeal.

Rule 220(c), SCACR, provides that an appellate court “may affirm any ruling,
order, decision or judgment upon any ground(s) appearing in the Record on Appeal.”
It does not, however, permit a court to affirm on a ground that does not appear in the
record on appeal. Nothing in the record in this case shows a conversion of U.S. Bank’s
motion to a summary judgment motion. Indeed, the position taken by U.S. Bank — the
Respondent — was that no conversion to a summary judgment motion occurred. (Appx.
p. 76.)

Burr respectfully submits that conversion of U.S. Bank’s motion to a summary
judgment motion never occurred. To affirm on this basis was reversible error by the
Court of Appeals.

III.  If this had been a summary judgment motion, U.S. Bank could not have
prevailed on it.

Even if U.S. Bank’s motion had been for summary judgment, it could not have

prevailed on the record (or lack thereof) that was before the circuit court. Accordingly,
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even if this Court were to believe that U.S. Bank’s motion was converted to one for
summary judgment, reversal would still be required.

Facts presented to the court for consideration in support of or opposition to a
motion for summary judgment must be admissible evidence, with the caveat that
affidavits are used in place of what would be live testimony at a trial. See Dawkins v.
Fields, 354 S.C. 58, 67-68, 580 S.E.2d 433, 438 (2003); Hall v. Fedor, 349 S.C. 169,

561 S.E.2d 654 (Ct. App. 2002); Saro v. Ocean Holiday Partnership, 314 S.C. 116, 121,

441 S.E.2d 835, 838 (Ct. App. 1994); Collins v. RJ Reynolds Tobacco Co., 901 F.

Supp. 1038 (1995). Rule 56 notes this itself, summary judgment shall be granted “if
the pleadings, depositions, answers to interrogatories, and admissions on file, together
with the affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuiﬁe issue as to any material fact
and that the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.” Rule 56(c),
SCRCP (emphasis added).

It is only “when a motion for summary judgment is made and supported as
provided in this rule” that the non-movant is required to meet the motion with factual
material that shows there is a genuine issue for trial. Rule 56(¢), SCRCP (emphasis
added). “The party seeking summary judgment has the burden of clearly establishing
by the record properly before the court the absence of a triable issue of fact.” Owens
v. Magill, 308 S.C. 556, 562, 419 S.E.2d 786, 790 (1992) (emphasis added). “A party
who fails to show the absence of genuine issue of material fact is not entitled to
summary judgment even though his adversary does not come forward with opposing

materials.” Standard Fire v. Marine Contracting, 301 S.C. 418, 421, 392 S.E.2d 460,

462 (1990).
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Arguments of counsel are not evidence. Trivelas v. S.C. Dept. of

Transportation, 348 S.C. 125, 141, 558 S.E.2d 271, 279 (Ct. App. 2001); Higgins v.

MUSC, 326 S.C. 592, 599 S.E.2d 269, 272 (Ct. App. 1997); Historic Charleston

Foundation v. Krawcheck, 313 S.C. 500, 508 n. 7, 443 S.E.2d 401, 406 n. 7 (Ct. App.

1994); Gilmore v. Ivey, 290 S.C. 53, 58, 348 S.E.2d 180, 183 (Ct. App. 1986).

Arguments of counsel were all that supported U.S. Bank’s motion. (Appx. pp. 126-41,
p. 165 In. 21 — p. 166 In. 7.) As discussed above, no testimony, by affidavit or
otherwise, was served with or ever offered in support of the motion.

U.S. Bank’s presentation below tried to blur the line between argument and
evidence — and it worked. In its order, the circuit court made findings of fact solely on
the basis of the unsworn contentions of U.S. Bank’s counsel, which the circuit court
apparently accepted as established, proven truths. (Appx. pp. 95-98.) This was error.
Id. A certification of mortgagor noncompliance — an unsworn document — under the
Administrative Order is not cognizable evidence at summary judgment of anything it
states. See Rule 56(c), SCRCP. This is further supported by the Administrative Order
itself, which provides that “[n]Jo document, statement or evidence of any kind shared,
released or exchanged exclusively for purposes of foreclosure intervention pursuant to
this order shall be admissible as evidence in any subsequent proceeding.” In re:

Mortgage Foreclosure Actions, 396 S.C. at 213. A foreclosure plaintiff’s lawyer’s

certification of mortgagor noncompliance is not the kind of document a court may
consider on a motion for summary judgment brought by that foreclosure plaintiff. See

Rule 56(c), SCRCP; Dawkins, 354 S.C. at 67-68; Trivelas, 348 S.C. at 141; Higgins,
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599 S.E.2d at 272; Saro, 314 S.C. at 121; Historic Charleston Foundation, 313 S.C. at

508 n. 7; Gilmore, 290 S.C. at 58.

Rule 12(c)’s provision that “[i]f, on a motion for judgment on the pleadings,
matters outside the pleadings are presented to and not excluded by the Court, the motion
shall be treated as one for summary judgment” does not mean that if any documents
other than the pleadings are offered to the court, the court should consider them as
though they were properly cognizable for summary judgment purposes, regardless of
whether they actually are. The rule that the evidence offered at summary judgment
must be what would be admissible at trial still applies. See Dawkins, 354 S.C. at 67-
68; Saro, 314 S.C. at 121. U.S. Bank did not offer any such evidence here. Burr pointed
out to the circuit court that U.S. Bank had presented no affidavit or other cognizable
factual material to the court. (Appx. p. 163 In. 11-15.)

Burr respectfully submits that the Court of Appeals committed reversible error.
Summary judgment would not have been proper on this record.

IV.  The result the circuit court reached could not be reached lawfully on a
motion for judgment on the pleadings or a motion to strike.

It is dubious to say that U.S. Bank’s motion was really one for judgment on the
pleadings, anyway. While U.S. Bank dropped a citation to Rule 12(c) into its written
motion, a look at the text of the motion reveals plainly that U.S. Bank’s contention was
that Burr’s defenses should be stricken and her counterclaims dismissed under Rule
41(b), SCRCP, for failure to prosecute. (Appx. pp. 126-42.) U.S. Bank’s argument at
the hearing was that Burr had failed to prosecute her counterclaims by failing to
respond to overtures to engage in foreclosure intervention. (Appx. p. 154 In. 10 — p.

1611In.25,p.167In.9-p. 168 1n. 3, p. 168 In. 22 —p. 169 In. 4.) U.S. Bank’s counsel’s
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only argument with regard to Rule 12(c), SCRCP, was that Burr’s counterclaims were
moot because U.S. Bank offered her a modification. (Appx. p. 159 In. 1-5, p. 161 In.
10-16.) That was something U.S. Bank never pled; thus, it is hard to imagine how that
could be the subject of a motion for judgment on the pleadings. (Appx. pp. 117-24.)
It was also something U.S. Bank never offered any factual material to support. (Appx.
pp. 132-41, 146, p. 163 In. 11-15, p. 165 In. 23-24, p. 168 In. 4-5.) Burr could not
possibly have been on notice that anyone would consider this motion one for summary

judgment.

U.S. Bank argued in the Court of Appeals that judgment on the pleadings was
proper because the certification of mortgagor non-compliance that U.S. Bank filed
either was a pleading or was attached to one. We know that neither the certification
nor U.S. Bank’s motion to dismiss and strike is a pleading because we have a Rule of
Civil Procedure that states the pleadings that are allowed in the courts of common pleas

in South Carolina, as follows:

(a) Pleadings. There shall be a complaint and an answer;
and a reply to a counterclaim denominated as such;
an answer to a cross-claim, if the answer contains a
cross-claim; a third-party complaint, if a person who
was not an original party is summoned under Rule
14, and there shall be a third-party answer, if a third-
party complaint is served. No other pleadings shall
be allowed, except that the court may order a reply to
an answer or a third-party answer; and there may be
a reply to affirmative defenses as provided in Rule

8(c).
(b) Motions and Other Papers.
1) An application to the court for an order shall
be by motion which, unless made during a

hearing or trial in open court with a court
reporter present, shall be made in writing,
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shall state with particularity the grounds
therefor, and shall set forth the relief or order
sought. The requirement of writing is
fulfilled if the motion is stated in a written
notice of the hearing of the motion.
2) The rules applicable to captions, signing, and
other matters of form of pleadings apply to all
motions and other papers provided for by
these rules.
Rule 7(a) & (b), SCRCP.
A certification of the sort U.S. Bank contends is a pleading is not listed in Rule
7(a), SCRCP. In fact, the express declaration that “[n]o other pleadings shall be
allowed” is dispositive on this point. Rule 7(a), SCRCP. Also, a certification of
mortgagor noncompliance with the Administrative Order is not /ike what is listed in
Rule 7(a). “It is elementary that the principal purpose of pleadings is to inform the

pleader’s adversary of legal and factual positions which he will be required to meet on

trial” of the case. Shirley’s Iron Works, Inc, v. City of Union, 743 S.E.2d 778, 785

(8.C. 2013) (quoting S.C. Nat’l. Bank v. Joyner, 289 S.C. 382, 387, 346 S.E.2d 329,

332 (Ct. App. 1986)). The pleadings allowed by Rule 7(a) do that. A certification of
mortgagor noncompliance does not inform anyone of issues for trial in the case; rather,
it just brings an end to the stay of the action under the Administrative Order and allows
the case to proceed to a resolution of the issues that are framed by the pleadings. Inre:

Mortgage Foreclosure Actions, 396 S.C. at 212, 213.

In its return to the petition for certiorari, U.S. Banks contended that its motion
to strike or dismiss was a pleading and that the certification of mortgagor
noncompliance was properly considered by the court as a part of the pleadings because

the certification was “attached as an exhibit to the motion.” (Return to Petition for
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Certiorari pp. 11, 14.) That is both against the plain language of Rule 7, SCRCP, and
would create an absurd result were this court to say that is the law.

Applying Rule 7(a) to the record in this case, the only conclusion the Rule
allows about what the pleadings are is that they are the complaint, the answer and
counterclaim, and the reply (which U.S. Bank labeled an “answer”) to the counterclaim.
(Appx. pp. 102-25.) The certification of mortgagor noncompliance was not attached
to any of those documents, nor was it referenced in any of those documents, nor did it

even exist at the time those documents were created. (Appx. pp. 102-25, 178-80.) This

case is certainly not like Brazell v. Windsor, 384 S.C. 512, 682 S.E.2d 824 (2009), in
which a settlement statement document was explicitly referenced in and incorporated
into the complaint but was not actually attached to the complaint.

Motions are not pleadings. In fact, Rule 7, SCRCP, along with specifically
limiting pleadings to what 7(a) states are allowed, also expressly separates pleadings
and motions into two subsections of the Rule.

This is no mere technicality. Think of the implications of accepting the
argument U.S. Bank made in its return as the law. If a motion counted as a pleading
for purposes of a motion for judgment on the pleadings, a party could attach any
document it wanted to a motion, call the motion a “motion for judgment on the
pleadings,” and argue that the attached document entitles it to judgment on the
pleadings. The circular logic of this is profoundly absurd.

The paradigmatic example of when a motion for judgment on the pleadings is

proper is when an answer admits all of the material facts pled in a complaint. To
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broaden the concept of a motion for judgment on the pleadings to embrace U.S. Bank’s
contention would swallow not just Rule 7 but the whole rulebook.

In its return to the petition for certiorari, U.S. Bank cited Alladin Plastics, Inc.

v. Wintenna, Inc., 301 S.C. 90, 93, 390 S.E.2d 370, 372 (Ct. App. 1990), for the

proposition that “[a]s the question in ruling on a motion under Rule 12(f) is whether
the defense should be allowed to be pled, not whether there are facts supporting what
has been pled, consideration of matters outside the pleadings is unnecessary.” (Return

to Petition for Certiorari p. 13.) An examination of Alladin Plastics shows that it not

only stands for the proposition that consideration of matters outside the pleadings is
“unnecessary,” it also stands for the proposition that considering matters beyond the
pleadings is improper, at least where the motion to strike challenges the legal
sufficiency of what is pled as a claim or defense, as occurred here. From the Alladin

Plastics opinion:

Alladin argues, as an additional sustaining ground, that
“there are no facts whatsoever in the record to support a
jurisdictional challenge of the Tennessee judgment.” In
other words, Alladin argues even if the Circuit Court
erred in ruling the Tennessee judgment cannot be
challenged for lack of jurisdiction, nevertheless, the
decision of the Circuit Court should be affirmed because
there is no evidence the Tennessee Court did not have
jurisdiction to render the judgment. This argument
demonstrates a misconception of the nature of a motion
to strike. Such a motion seeks to have stricken from a
pleading “any insufficient defense or any redundant,
immaterial, impertinent or scandalous matter.”
S.C.R.C.P. Rule 12(f). In ruling on such a motion, a
Court decides whether a party should be allowed to plead
a defense or other matter, not whether there are facts
supporting what has been pleaded.

301 S.C. at 93.
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This is consistent with the principle that a motion to strike that challenges a
theory of recovery pled by the non-movant is in the nature of a motion to dismiss under
Rule 12(b)(6), SCRCP. McCormick, 328 S.C. 627. “A motion to dismiss a
counterclaim must be based solely on the allegations set forth in the counterclaim. See
Rule 12(b)(6), SCRCP; Baird, 333 S.C. at 527.

Robinson v. Code, a later opinion that cites Alladin Plastics, reinforced the

principle that a motion to strike looks to what is asserted in the pleading, as illustrated

by the following:

Code filed a motion to strike pursuant to Rule 12(f),
SCRCP. “In ruling on such a motion, a Court decides
whether a party should be allowed to plead a defense or
other matter, not whether there are facts supporting what
has been pleaded.” Alladin Plastics, Inc. v. Wintenna,
Inc., 301 S.C. 90, 93, 390 S.E.2d 370, 372 (Ct. App.
1990).

Code moved to strike all allegations pertaining to smoke

detectors on the basis that Article 11 does not create a

cause of action for failure to install smoke detectors.
384 5.C. 562, 682 S.E.2d 495, 497 (Ct. App. 2009). Code’s motion to strike was based
on what was pled in the complaint and challenged its legal sufficiency. Id. That is a
proper motion to strike. Id. at 497-98.

Since Burr’s pleadings here contained none of the “facts” upon which the circuit
court relied in reaching its decision (Appx. pp. 95-98, 109-116), the circuit court went
beyond the scope of the proper analysis, which directly led to the decision at issue.

V. U.S. Bank neither pled nor proved mootness.

A case is nonjusticiable for mootness where, if the party prevails, it has become

impossible for the court to grant him any “effectual relief” that would have “practical
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legal effect upon the existing controversy.” Curtis v. State, 345 S.C. 557, 567, 549

S.E.2d 591, 596 (2001) (internal quotation marks omitted). “In general a case becomes
moot when the issues presented are no longer ‘live’ or the parties lack a legally

cognizable interest in the outcome.” U.S. v. (Under Seal), 819 F.2d 1139 (4th Cir.

1987) (internal quotation marks omitted) (quoting Leonard v. Hammond, 804 F.2d 838,

842 (4th Cir. 1986)). Usually, a determination of mootness is necessarily a factual
determination. Cf.id. U.S. Bank did not show that Burr’s counterclaims are moot.

Typically, a determination of whether a claim is moot will be a factual one
because it would normally be incumbent upon the court to receive evidence of the
occurrence of events that a party contends have made the claim moot. Otherwise, how
would a court determine that something has happened that makes it impossible for the
court to grant any “effectual relief” that would have “practical legal effect upon the
existing controversy[?]” Curtis, 345 S.C. at 567.

Burr recognizes that, occasionally, situations can arise in which a claim can be
determined to be moot without reference to a factual record — but these instances are
rare. This is not such a situation. If the facts alleged in the claimant’s pleading itself
show that the claim is moot, then, obviously, no reference to a factual record is
necessary to make that determination. Also, a claim may be made moot by a change

in the law, as occurred, for example, in the case of Occupy Columbia v. Haley, 922

F.Supp.2d 524, 530 (D.S.C. 2013), in which the district court held that protesters’ claim
seeking injunctive relief from an unconstitutional policy about use of the State House

grounds was moot because a statute that was constitutional had been passed in the
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meantime, and that statute that prohibited much of the specific conduct the protesters
sought to engage in.

Neither one of these situations, however, is present in this case. Here, the circuit
court determined Burr’s claims to be moot, not on the basis of her pleading, of a change
in the law, or a factual record, but solely on the érgument of U.S. Bank’s counsel.

U.S. Bank never established that the court could afford Burr no practical relief
as to the controversy subject of her counterclaims and defenses. U.S. Bank never put
the documents showing the terms of the modification it proposed to Burr (or claimed it
proposed to her) in the record. Nothing before the court showed that any modification
U.S. Bank offered complied with applicable HAMP directives or other standards, nor
was there anything before the court tending to show whether the terms of the proposed
modification were the same as, better than, or worse for Burr than what she was
promised. (Appx. p. 147.) For example, U.S. Bank never put anything into the record
showing whether its proposed modification contemplated an increase in the amount of
principal to recast fees and costs related to the foreclosure action as part of the loan’s
modified principal. Burr pled that U.S. Bank had promised her a modification and then
reneged on that promise. (Appx. pp. 110-11.) Burr did not solely seek a modification
as the relief to be granted on her claims; she also sought an award of damages. (Appx.
pp. 112, 113-14, 115, 147.)

U.S. Bank made no factual showing about whether a modification was offered
to Burr, what its terms were, whether those terms were better or worse than what U.S.
Bank had promised her before, or anything about it at all. Nonetheless, the circuit court

found that this had happened and that it made Burr’s claims moot. (Appx. pp. 97-98.)
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Even if, however, there were a sufficient showing in the record that U.S. Bank had
offered Burr a modification, that would not be tantamount to a showing that something
has happened to make it so that Burr has sustained no damages as a result of U.S. Bank
breaking its promise to modify her loan, and that is what U.S. Bank would have had to
prove in order for Burr’s claims seeking damages to be moot. See Curtis, 345 S.C. at
567. That did not happen.

The Court of Appeals’ opinion on this point is directly at odds with the law.
The court writes that Burr’s counterclaims and defenses were moot because “Burr had
been offered the primary relief which she sought, a negotiated loan modification,” but
mootness does not depend on whether a court can afford a party the primary relief she
seeks. (Appx. p. 2.) Mootness depends on whether the occurrence of some event has
made it impossible for a court to afford the party any effectual relief. Curtis, 345 S.C.
at 567.

Respectfully, Burr submits that the circuit court’s ruling and the Court of
Appeals’ conclusion that Burr’s counterclaims are moot are reversible error, both
because they are based on unsupported factual conclusions and because they are
controlled by an error of law concerning what mootness is.

VI.  Neither the Court of Appeals’ nor the circuit court’s analysis hews to
any rule that permits the dismissal of any claim or the striking of any
defense.

The Court of Appeals’ opinion states that Burr’s “defenses and counterclaims
were reviewed by the trial court, deemed insufficient, and dismissed.” (Appx. p. 2.)
Exactly. That is exactly the point of this appeal. That is exactly the problem with the

circuit court’s order. A court is not permitted to simply “review” a party’s defenses or
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claims, according to no rule or precedent’s analytical framework, and then dismiss
them. Such is quietly among the worst of what the judiciary has ever done, even when
it is done with no animus or conscious intention, because to do so is to abandon the
principle of the rule of law. What should govern in our courts ought to be our rules of
court, not arbitrary, ad hoc decisionmaking. See Rule 1, SCRCP (“[t]hese rules govern
the procedure in all South Carolina courts in all suits of a civil nature”). Burr does not
contend that the circuit judge made a deliberate decision to ignore the law; however, it
is plain that the “review” conducted by the circuit court was not according to any rule
or recognized process. “The law recognizes two kinds of errors: trial errors and
structural defects. The former are subject to ‘harmless error’ analysis while the latter
are not. ... [S]tructural defects in the constitution of the trial mechanism defy analysis

by harmless error standards.” LaSalle Bank Nat’l. Ass’n. v. Davidson, 386 S.C. 276,

280, 688 S.E.2d 121, 123 (2009) (internal quotation marks omitted). Structural defects
are errors in the very way that the process of deciding the issue is set up. Id. When a
proceeding is structurally defective, nothing but reversal can cure such a defect. See
id. While the circuit judge’s error may have been made in good faith and with the best
of intentions, it is error nonetheless, and error of a fundamental, structural character.
When a court engages in analysis that is outside the framework of the law, prejudicial
error lurks prominently, and it has showed its face here. See id.

Burr respectfully submits that the Court of Appeals committed reversible error
in affirming the circuit court. Neither the circuit court’s analysis in reaching its
decision nor the Court of Appeals’ analysis in affirming that decision square with any

rule that permits the dismissal of any claim or the striking of any defense.
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VII.  Unwarranted prejudice to Burr lurks in letting this decision stand.

As this case comes before the Court, Burr’s claim for damages, along with all
her other counterclaims, is ended, over. (Appx. pp. 1-3, 95-98.) If she moves to amend
to better assert her counterclaims, U.S. Bank will surely argue the amendment is futile
if what is sought to be pled falls within the scope of anything Burr asserted in her
original pleading, with U.S. Bank contending, perhaps successfully, that any such

claims or defenses are barred by the circuit court’s ruling. See Jennings v. Jennings

389 8.C. 190, 209, 697 S.E.2d 671, 681 (Ct. App. 2010) (where proposed amendment
would be futile, there is no reason to grant it). The circuit court indeed recognized the
potential for this. (Appx. p. 170 In. 1-8.) Considering the flawed process that led to
the circuit court’s ruling and the Court of Appeals’ decision to affirm, such a result is
most unfair.

VIII. This is a case of first impression about the Administrative Order, and
to affirm would set a precedent that violates the letter and spirit of that
order.

Whether a court is permitted to dismiss or strike a foreclosure defendant’s
claims and defenses for failure to participate in the foreclosure intervention process —
as a judgment on the pleadings, dismissal for failure to prosecute, or anything else — is
a question of first impression in this state. The answer the circuit court gave to that
question was utterly at odds with this Court’s Administrative Order. The remedy under
the Administrative Order for a situation in which the mortgagor defendant ignores
foreclosure intervention efforts after requesting foreclosure intervention is for the

plaintiff to deny foreclosure intervention on that basis and have its lawyer serve and

file a notice of denial of foreclosure intervention so that the case may proceed. Id. at
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212. Tt is not for the foreclosure defendant to suffer a setback, of any kind, on the
merits of her defenses or counterclaims. The Administrative Order provides that “[n]o
document, statement or evidence of any kind shared, released or exchanged exclusively
for purposes of foreclosure intervention pursuant to this order shall be admissible as
evidence in any subsequent proceeding.” Id. at 213. The purpose of the Administrative
Order is to foster settlement negotiations in mortgage foreclosure actions, not to create
a substantive trap for foreclosure defendants. To use the Administrative Order as a
club with which to strike a foreclosure defendant is to demonstrate a cruel ignorance of
what the order intended. The undersigned submits, and certainly hopes, that the
Administrative Order was not issued to provide a basis to visit a draconian punishment
on a foreclosure defendant who, for whatever reason, does not participate in foreclosure

intervention.

CONCLUSION

There was no failure to prosecute here. There was no conversion to summary
judgment here, and, even if there had been, U.S. Bank would not have been entitled to
win such a motion. The Court of Appeals’ decision and the circuit court’s decision are
controlled by errors of law and grounded in unsupported factual contentions. This

Court should reverse those decisions and remand this case.
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