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PER CURIAM:  Affirmed pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following 
authorities: Rule 60(b), SCRCP ("On motion and upon such terms as are just, the 
[master] may relieve a party or his legal representative from a final judgment, 
order, or proceeding for the following reasons: (1) mistake, inadvertence, surprise, 
or excusable neglect; (2) newly discovered evidence which by due diligence could 
not have been discovered in time to move for a new trial under Rule 59(b)[, 
SCRCP]; (3) fraud, misrepresentation, or other misconduct of an adverse party; 
(4) the judgment is void; (5) the judgment has been satisfied, released, or 
discharged, or a prior judgment upon which it is based has been reversed or 
otherwise vacated, or it is no longer equitable that the judgment should have 
prospective application."); Rouvet v. Rouvet, 388 S.C. 301, 308, 696 S.E.2d 204, 
207 (Ct. App. 2010) ("The decision to grant or deny a motion made pursuant 
to Rule 60(b) is within the sound discretion of the [master]."); id. ("The appellate 
standard of review is limited to determining whether there was an abuse of 
discretion."); id. ("An abuse of discretion occurs when the order of the [master] is 
controlled by an error of law or whe[n] the order is based on factual findings that 
are without evidentiary support."); Tench v. S.C. Dep't of Educ., 347 S.C. 117, 121, 
553 S.E.2d 451, 453 (2001) ("A party may not invoke this rule whe[n] it could 
have pursued the issue[s] on appeal."); Sadisco of Greenville, Inc. v. Greenville 
Cty. Bd. of Zoning Appeals, 340 S.C. 57, 59, 530 S.E.2d 383, 384 (2000) (noting a 
Rule 60(b) motion is not a substitute for a timely appeal).

AFFIRMED.1

HUFF, THOMAS, and KONDUROS, JJ., concur.

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


