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STATEMENT OF ISSUES ON APPEAL

1. The ‘Ciréuit Court did not err in holdiﬁg that Appellant’s failure to provide the information
necessary to show that Appellant is a member of a class that is entitl.ed to redeem the property
pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. §12-51-90(A) within the allotted twelve-month redemption period
betweeﬁ December 3, 2012 and December 4, 2013 was a failure to timely redeem the propgfty

from the tax sale.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Thls matter arises from the attempted redemption of property sold for delinquent taxes. On
Decemt{)er 3, 2.01'2, Respondent-t Dorchester Couﬁty (hereinafter “Respondent Dorchester™) sold
817 Wgst Richardson Avenue, Town of Summerville, County of Dorchester, State of South
Carolina aiso identified as TMS #137-02-10-005.000 (hereinafter “the property™)' for delinquent
taxe.s bursuant to S.C. Code Ann. §12-51-40. (R. pp. 52-64, 84-95, 96-113, and 342-346). The
Appellant does not contest the sale process and stipulated in her Complaint and Amended
Complaint that the taxes on the subjgct property were delinquent and that all requisite notices
required for the sale and redemption of tﬁe properties were properly provided (R. pp. 84-95, s
21, 22;and 23).

Appellant originally filed suit in Federal Court on January 9, 2014 and filed an Amended .
Complaint on January 27, 2014 (R. pp. 28-39 and 40-51). Defendants successfully moved to
dismiss the suit in Federal Court by Order dated July 31, 2014. (R. pp. 1-3). vOn July 11, 2014,
Plaintiff filed this action in State Court and named the following befendants: Dorchester County,

Mary Pearson in her official capacity as Treasurer of Dorchester County, the Delinquent Tax

' The initial éomplaint included a second property identified as 819 West Richardson Avenue, but
that property became the subject of a now settled separate lawsuit. (caption and case number)
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Collector for Dorchester County (collectively “the original Dorchester Defendants™); and Thomas
Limehouse (R. pp. 52-64). The original Dorchester Defendants brought motilons to dismiss
including one for a lack of standing as the Appellant refused and did not provide any information
either in the Complaint or otherwise that Appellant had an interest in the subject property as
required to vest Appellant with the right to redeem the property pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. §12-
51-90(A). A hearing was held on November 19, 2014 and the Court dismissed Mary Pearson, in
ller Ofﬁcial'Capaci'ty as Treasurer of Dorchester County,. and the Delinquent Tax Collector for
Dorchester County as Defendants by Order originally filed on December 30, 2014, later amended
March 10, 2015. Iéowever, the Con}t denied the motion to dismiss for lack of standiné and ordered
“the Plaintiff to ’j}i;ovide to the Dorchester County evidence that the Plaintiff is a member of a
qualifying class (‘defaulting taxpayer, or any grantee from the owner, or any mortgagee or
Jjudgment creditor’) within 60 days of the order.” (R. pp. 4-6) In January 2015, as a result of the
Court Order, the Appellant provided information identifying Appellant as the daughter of John L.
Gregg, a named devisee with nn ownership interest in the subject property and deceased since May
| 2004 for the first time. (R. p. 288, line 8-p. 289, line 6). On January 8, 2015, Appellant filed the
amended complaint. (R. pp.84-95).
- Both Appellant and Respondent filed motions for summary judgment (R. pp. 114-266) and
a hearing was held on October 31, 2016. On May 5, 2017 the Court issued its _order denying
Appellant’s Motion for Summary Judgment and granting Respondent’e Motion for Summary
Judgment as to Appellant’s causes of action under the Fair Housing Act,. the Equal Protection

Clause, nnd for ;Conspiracy. Respondent’s Motions for Summary Judgment as to Appellant’s

remaining causes of action were denied. (R. pp. 8-13).



The Honorable Edgar W. Dickson tried this matter on March 12, 2018. The Final Order
finding for Dorchester County (Respondent Dorchester) and Thomas Limehouse (Respondent
Limehouse) was filed -on Jﬁly 2, 2019. (R. pp;‘15-27) Appellant’s brief was received by
Respondent’s counsel on Novembér 27, 2019. |

STANDARD OF REVIEW

In an action at law, on appeal of a case tfied without a jﬁry, the appellate 'co>urt's standard of
review extends only to the correction of errors of law. Jenkins v. Refuge Temple Church of God in
Christ, Inc., 424 S.C. 320, 327, 818 S.E.2d 13, 16-17 (Ct. App. 2018). The trial judge's findings
of fact will not be disturbedfﬂupoh appeal unless found to be without evidence which reasonably
supports the jt;dge's fmdmgs Electro-Lab of Aiken, Inc. v. Sharp Constr. Co. of Sumter, Inc., 357
8.C. 363, 367, 593 S.E.2d 170, 172 (Ct. App‘. 2004).

ARGUMENTS

Real Issue in Controversy_.

The Appella.nt mistakenly argues that the Court held Appellant failed to prove she was a
grantee of an owner of record or a defaulting taxpayer. The Court made that determination in its
May 5, 2017 Order Denying .Plai‘ntvi.ff’ s Motion for Summary Judgment and Denying in part and
Granting in part Defendant’s Motions for Summary Judgment. The issue at tfial was whether
Appellant’s status was made known to Respondent Dorchester prior to the expiration of the twelve-
month redemption period. The Order issued prior to the trial states in part:

| Here, Reed alleges that she owns 1/75™ interest in the subject property, a fact that

“is apparently not in dispute. Therefore, Reed falls into the second category because her

interest in the subject property was subjected to a tax imposed by Title 12 of the South

Carolina Coe of Laws. As Reed failed to pay the taxes on the subject property, she is a



defaulting taxpayer. Additionally, Reed alleges that she is a grantee from the owner, a fact
which also is apparently not in dispute. As Reed is considered as both a defaulting taxpayer
and a grantee from the owner, she was entitled to redeem the property pursuant:to S.C.
Code Ann. §12-51-90. Therefore, if Reed provided sufficient information to County to
show that Reed was a member of one of the four classes — in this case, twe of the four
classes — delineated in S.C. Code Ann. §12-51-90(A), the[n] Reed should have been
permitted to redeem the subject property.

* Genuine issues of nﬁaterial fact remain, hoWever, that preverit this Court from
gpanting summaljy judgmeni.=_These facts include, but.are not limited to, the following: (1)
whether Reed atterhpt'ed to hedeem her property pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. §12-51-90
fou'r‘ times within the ailotted.'fwelve-month redemption period betweenvDecember 3,2012
and December 4, 2013; and (2) whether Reed provided information necessary to show
County that she was ahlr‘nember of one of the four categories deli‘neated in S.C. Code Ann.
§12-51-90(A) within »the allotted twelve-month redemption period. This Court finds that
further inquiry into the facts of this case is desirable to clarify application of the law, and
therefore, Defendants’ Motions for Summary Judgment as to Reed’s remaining causes of
action are ;lenied. See Brockbank, 341 S.C. at 379 (stating that summary judgment is not
appropriate where further inquiry into the facts of the case is desirable to clarify application
of the law. (R. p. 13).

A determination on Appellant’s status occurred prior to the trial. At trial the Court held that
Appellant ‘reve_aled her identity in re;ation to the property and the owner of record thirteen months

after the periéd of redemption had expired and too late to allow the redemption (R. p.23, TH, p.

24, 9sT &L, p. 25, s N & P).



Brief Overview of the Facts.

Appellant challenges the delinqﬁent tax sale of the property complaining that Respondent
Dorchesterlshould have accepted Appellant’s payment withouf proof of Appellant’s eligibility
imder S.C. Code Ann. § 12-51 ;90 (A) to redeem. Appellant has lived at the property for more than
forty years; the taxes for 2011 wefe delinquent. Respondent Dorchester County followed the
requireﬁents and procedures of S.C. Code Ann. §12-51-40 in providing all the requiéite notices of
the delinquency and for the sale of the property. (R. p. 86, §'s 21, 22, and 23). Thve property was
sold on December 3, 2012 to Respondent Limehouse. (R. pp. 342-346 and p. 297, lines 15-17).
Respondent- Dorchester gave proper notice of the sale and redemption of the property. (R. p. 86,
9’s 21, 22, and 23)}*1As mén&atg‘d by S.C. Code Ann. §12-51-90(A), the redemption period ran
from D;cembe{ 3,?; 2012 through December 4, 2013.(R. pp. 342-346). Appellant made one
substantive atteﬁlpt to rédeem fhe property during the redemption period. (R. p. 286, lines 9-10
and p. 299, lines 3-5). The offered péyment could not be accepted by Respondent Dorchester as
Appellant did not appear in Dorchester County’s records as either “the defaulting taxpayer, any
grantee from the owner, or any‘mortgagev or judgment creditor” as required by S.C. Code Ann.
§12-5]-§0(A). Prior to the running of the redemption period, Respondent Dorchester advised
Appellant that she was not eligible to redeem the property, provided Appellant with the names of
persons eligible to redeem the property, and advised Appellant to consult with the Probate Court.

(R pp. 17, 710, p. 286, lines 1-3, p. 299, lines 6-19, p. 310, lines 3-18, p. 312, lines 7-23, and p.
314 lines 7-19). The Probate Court provided Appellant with a packet of forms and advised her to
go to the Center for Heirs Property Preservation. (R. p. 284, lines 10-17). Appellant consulted with
the Center for Heirs Property Preservation and obtained the services an attorney. (R. p. 283, line

25-p. 284, line 6, p. 302, line 22-p. 303, line 6). Prior to the expiration of the redemption period



the Dorchester Counfy Attorney advised Appellant’s attorney tﬁat Réspondent Dorchester did not
know the relationship of Appéllant to the property or any of the individuals on‘ the attached .
Devise/Deséent férm who were eligible to redeem. .Desf)ite this., at no time during the redemption
period did Appellant‘provide information to Respondent Dorchester that Appellant was a member
of one of the four classes of persons eligible to redeem the property. (R. p. 330? lines 3-14 and pp-
340-34i).

Noi until Jan.ua'ry 2015, after being ordered by the Court to provide the required
information did Appellant produce ‘the required documentati.on identifying Appéllant as an
individ@al eligib]e to ,re;d_eem ‘th}e property. (R. pp. 4-6 and p. 20, §21) Respondent Dorchester
received the required inform‘étic;;z thirteen months after the termination of the redemption period
and twenty-five months after fﬁe sale of the property. On October 29, 2014, Respondent Dorchester

issued:to the successful bidder title to the property pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 12-51-130. (R. |

pp. 342-346)

Application of the Law to the Facts.

“The sale of the property of a defaulting taxpayer is governed by statute. Osborne v.
Vallentine, 196 S.C. 90, 12 S.E.2d 856 (1941); Von Elbrecht v. Jacobs, 286 S.C. 240, 332 S.E.2d
568 (Ct. App. 1985).” Durham v. United Cos. Fin. Corp., 331 S.C. 600, 603, 503 S.E.2d 465, 467
(1998). S.C. Code Ann. §12-51 et seq. contains the requirements for the redemption of property
sold at a delinquent tax sale that must be followed by Respondent Dorchester; particular attention
must be paid to the status of tﬁe person attempting to redeem real property from a delinquent tax

- sale as there are specific requirements enumerated in S.C. Code Ann. §12-51-90(A). (R. p. 316,
line 20-p. 317, line 4, p 331, lines 3-8 and pp. 4-6).

The statute states:



The defaulting taxpayer, any grantee from the owner, or aﬁy mortgage or judgment creditor
may wit:hin twelve months from the d:llte of the delinquent tax sale redeem each item
Qf real estate by paying to the person officially charged with _the collection of delinquent
taxes, assessments, penalties, and costs, together with inter@st as provided in subsection
(B) of this section. If prior to the expiration of the redemption period, the purchaser assigns
his intérest in any real property purchased at a delinquent tax sale, the grantee from the
successful bidder shall furnish the person officially charged with the collection of
‘delinquent taxes alc_onveyalllce, witnessed and notarized.. The person officially charged with
the collection of délinquént taxes shall replace the successful bidder’s name and address
with the grantee’s ﬁame a;d address in the delinquent tax sale book. (emphasis added)

'S.C. Code Ann. §12-51-90(A).

- Appellant admits in both her complaint and amended Complaint that the taxes for 2011 were

unpaid, delinquent and that Respondent Dorchester followed the requirements and procedures of

S:C. Code Ann. §12-51-40 in providing all the requisite notices for the sale and redemption of the

property on which Appellant lived. (R. p. 86, {’s 21, 22, and 23).

The failure to pay the property taxes in 2011 resulted in the sale of the property pursuant

to S.C. Code Ann. §12-51-40 on December 3, 2012. The sale of the property triggered the

beginning of the 12-month period in which the property could be redeemed (hereinafter

“redemption period”). The redemption period ran from December 3, 2012 to December 4, 2013.

(R. p. 16, 95 and pp. 342-346).

Appellant followed up on the notices received concerning the redemption of the property

by contacting the Delinqueﬁt Tax Collector for Respondent Dorchester County (hereinafter

'
.



“DTC”) by telephone and by éppearing at the DTC oﬁ Friday at closing time,‘ then returning
| Monday to meet: wi.th Bonita Daniels at the DTC. (R. p. 285, line 11-p. 286, line 10).
On direct examination the Appellant described meeting with DTC and the meeting with
Bonita Daniels as follows: |
Q: When Ms. Daniel or anybody in the delinquent tax office. sent you to probate,
did they know that you were the person paying the taxes?
A: ] guess. I’'m not sure.
Q: Did you tell Ms.‘Daniel that - _“ .. = = Ms. Daniel came to your property and
ap’proaéhéd the broperty; correct? |
A: Y¢s, she did"
Q: So how meiny times total did you talk to delinquent tax collector’s office about
" redeeming your property? |
A: Three |
Q: Tell me about each of those times. Tell me about the first time.
A: Okay. The first time, it Was over the telephone. I had cal-led in and asked thém
how much it was, and Whey they told me how much it was, I went to pay it, and
I pouldn’t pay it because they were about to close. .
Q: The office was —
A: ...whenIdid get there and they Were closed, I knocked on the window, and .
they told me . . . to come back Monday.
‘And when I went back that Monday and I got in the office, then they told me that
they couldn’t také my moﬁey be’éausé I had to have the - - had to probate it.

Q: Have what probated?



L

A: The land probated because my name wasn’t on the deed.

Q: And did you aiso talk - - did you talk to them more than once on the phone?
A: No |

Q: Did you >- - and you went to the office how many times?

A: Once-

(R. p. 285, lines 4-25 and p. 286, lines 1-10).

During the meeting with Bonita Daniels, Appellant offered payment to redeem the
property. Bonité. Daniel requested Appellant show she had an ownership interest in the property
as recjuired by S.C. Code Ann. §12-51-90(A). As Appellant did not prévide any information about
owne;ship or her wre_]ation t:o‘ the property, the DTC could not accept payment from the Appellant.
(R.p. 1"/,_., ﬂlO,.p. 286, lines,13—18, p. 298, lines 11-15, p. 310, lines 3-18, p. 312, lines 7-23, and p.
314,.line$. 7-19). B‘onitav Déniels advised Appellant to seek assistance from the Probate Court in
establishing Appellant’s eligibility to redeem the property. In a further effort to assist the Appellant
in establishing her eligibility to redeem the property, Bonita Daniels provided Appellant with the
names of those individuals in the County records that were eligible to redeém the property.
Appellant left the office of the DTC and made no further attempt to redeem her property on her
own. (R. p. 18_, 913, p. 295, lines 11-16, p. 304, lines 3-7, and p. 312, lines 7-23)

~ Following the advice of Bonita Daniels, Appellant went to the Probate Court but only
provided them with the year of Appellant’s great grandmother’s and grandmother’s deaths.
Appellant did not provide the names of her great grandmother, grandmother, or father. .Appellant
testified that the Probate Court told Appellant, . . . the only way that I could have it probated is
she gave'me a whole_ stack of papers, and I didn’t understand the papers, and so she gave a card

and — no she gave a card and it was to sign up for the heir’s property.” (R. p. 284, lines 13-17).

- 10



' The Probate Court provided Appellant with a packet of forms and advised her to gd to the Center

for Heirs Property ’Preservation. ‘Appellan‘t went to the Center for Heirs Property Preservation
which referred her to Aépellant’s current attorney. These events occurred in March of 2013. (R.
p. 283, line 25-p. 284, line 17, p. 302, line 22-p 304).

| On October 8, 2013, i_n response to a letter from Plaintiff’s attorney and in a furthef effort
to assist Plaintiff to establish her eligibility to redeem the property, John Frampton, Dorchester

County Attorney, e_jmailed Plaintiff’s attorney a copy of the Devise/Descent of Real Estate and

| Description form for the property. The e-mail communication to Plaintiff’s attorney was copied to

'DTC. The e-mail stated:

“ d0  notﬁkn,ow th¢ relgtiogship of your client, Wendy Reed, to any of the devisees but as
far as the»;Coﬁnty is coﬁcefned any of the named devisees listed on the‘Devise/Descent of
.- Real Estate and Desbription form would be eligible to redeem the properties. Give me a
call if you Would like to discuss this further.” |
No response was received to this offer of assistance. (R. p. 330, lines 3-14 and pp. 340-341).

With the information from the title search, notices advising of the approach of the end of

the vred_emption period were sent to all known individuals who had a right to redeem the property

in accordance with S.C. Code Ann. §12-51-120. (R. p. 321, lines 3-6) The' information concerning
the end of the redemption period was also‘published in the local paper. (R. p 302, lines 6-14 and
p. 86, I's 21, 22, and 23) Before the end of the redemption period, as the result of one of the
publications, Leon C. Gregg (who is listed on the Devise/Descent of Real Estate and Description
Form) approached Appellant to inquire into the sale and redemption of the property._Leon C.Gregg
was eligible té .redeem t.hé .pr.opver\ty and asked Appellant to provide him with information;b

Appellant never provided the requested information. (R. p. 300, lines 8-p. 301, line 20).

11



DTC obtained the Devise/Deseent of Real Estate and Description .Fo_rm from the title
search of a separate piece of property owned by hucille B. Gregg that was eold for delinquent
taxes. .Lucille Gregg died in an automobile accident and her est_ate'was probated in 1984, but it
appears no deeds were issued for the separate pieces of property in the estate. .The DTC office
discovered within the inventory of real estate a reference to the property and added the
devise/descent form of Lucille Gregg’s estate to‘the Elizabeth Perry file. The title search of the
property only revealed Elizabeth Perry as the owner 'of record since no deed of distribution was

recorded. (R. p. 21, 923 and p. 289, lines 14-17). |

| The estate of Lucille B. Gregg was probated in 1984 and the properties were devised to
Walter Sr. (with a 1/3 1nterest), Leon C Gregg, Walter L. Gregg, Jr James A. Gregg, Orln S.
Gregg, John L. Gregg, Kenneth Gregg, Angre E Gregg, Comellus Gnegg, Annette Gregg, and
Jeannette Gregg (ea_eh receiving a 1/15 interest). Elizabeth Perry was the mother of Lucille B.
Gregg. Lucille B.'G.regg received the property as an intestate heir of Elizabeth.Perry upon
Elizabeth’s death in 1983. Elizabeth Perry remains the owner of record in the Dorchester County
Registry of Deeds as no deed of distrihution has ever been recorded. Each person on the list would
have been allowed by Respondent Dorchester to redeem the property. No estate for John Gregg
has ever been ﬁled in the Dorchester County Probate Court, nor has anyone filed a Petition for
Determination of Heirs for John Gregg in the Dorchester County Probate Court. The above listed
devisees (with the exception of John Gregg and Walter Gregg, Sr.) are still alive and live in
Dorchester or Berkeley County, SC excepting one who lives in Gaffney, SC. (R, pp. 21-22,9's 24
and 25, p. 300, lines 1-5, p, 330, lines 3-12, and p. 340). |

Despite the offers of assistance and requests for information as to whom Appellant was

related that had an ownership interest in the property, Appellant failed to provide the information

12



that was exelusively within Appellant’s .control to Respondent Dorchester within the redemption
period. The statutes governing the redemption of real property sold for delinquent taxes places no
burden on Respondent Dorchester to provide proof of an individual’s eligibility to redeem property
as an heir of the defaulting taxpayer pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. §12-51-90(A).‘ (R. p. 317, lines
22-24). The inability to knovtl the relationship of the Appellant to any owner of record or any one
of the md1v1duals that appeared on the Devise/Descent of Real Estate and Description Form made
it 1mp0551b1e for Respondent Dorchester to allow Appellant to redeem the property and still fulfill
Respondent Dorchester’s statutory duty to only allow “[t]he defaulting taxpayer, any grantee from

the owner, or any mortgage or Judgment credltor . .” to redeem the property. See Dixon v.

Hockady, 36 S C. 60, 15 SE 342 (1892) in Wthh the South Carolina Supreme Court stated in part

“Hockady offered in ev1dence his deed from the smkmg fund commission, which recites

. i+ that the land was “forfeited” in the name of M. A. Dixon; and as he was not, as we have

held, within the class of persons allowed to “redeem,” it would seem to follow that the deed

to. him in his own right Was absolutely without authority. . . Speaking of the officer

appointed by law to make the sale (or deed of redemption) the supreme court of the United

States (Early v. Doe, 16 How. 610) say: “The officer can do nothing of himself, and must

«~do all as he is directed by the law.” See Cooke v. Pennington, 15 S. C. 185. We think that
upon the payment of the taxes the title revested in Mrs. D‘ixon.” |

Dixon v.‘ Hockady; 36 S.C. 60, 64, 15 SE 342 (1892).
_ Further attention was brought to thie issue by a request for opinion from the Attorney
General of South Carohna by the Tax Collector for Sumter County regarding whether a friend of

a defaulting taxpayer may redeem the property of the defaulting taxpayer that has been sold for,

13
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nonpayment of ad valorem taxes. After an analysis of the statute and the Dixon v. Hockady case,
the Attorney General statled: | |

It is therefore the opinion of this office that only the owner, any grantee from the owner or

any mo,rtgége or judgment creditor has the statutory right to redeem the property and that

you would have no ahthority to authorize thé redempt_ion by the friend of the defaulting
taxpayer. -

1969-70 Op Atty Gen. No. 2870, p. 107.

It is clear from the SC Supreme Court’s opinion and the opinion of the Attorney General -
that the Respondent/Dorchester had no authority to do what the Appellant asked and was required
to do “all as he is directed b}; the law.” Dixon v. Hockady, supfa at 344.

| The information feijuired to determine Appellant’s eligibility to .redeem the property was
even absent from the C()‘xnpl:aint filed on July 11, 2014. (R. pp:. 52-64). Respondent Dorchester
moved to dismiss for lack .ofvstanding. The Court through the order of The Honorable Carmen T.
Mullen, which was‘ﬁlled on December 30, 2014 and amended- on March 10, 20152 stated:

“2. The statﬁs of the person attempting to redeem real property from a delinquent tax sale

is a specific requirement of §12-51-90(A) S.C. Code Ann. for the redemption of the real

= property, the Plaintiff must pfovide the County evidence that the Pléintiff is a member of

a qualifying class (“defaulting taxpayer or any grantee from tlle‘oWner, or a‘-ny mortgagee

or judgment .creditor”) within 60 days of  this | Order.”

(R. pp. 4-6 and p. 20 §21)

Appellant provided the information that she was the daughter of John Gregg, a grandson

of Elizabetthlerry, the deceased owner of record for the property to Respondent Dorchester in

2 The December 30, 2014 order was rescinded and replaced by the March 10, 2015 order. The December 2014 order
is mentioned to provide a basis for the January 2015 disclosures by Plaintiff.
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January 2015. Respondent Dorchester received the information twenty-five months after the sale

of the property on December 3, 2012 and thirteen months after the closing of the redemptién period
on December 4, 2013.

Appellant’s Amended» Complaint are to the effect that Respondent Dorchester performed
their duties in accordance thh the law aﬁd in this case speciﬁcé]ly S.C. Code Ann. §12-51 et seq.
The Complaint and Aﬁ’lended .Complaint' assert _tﬁat Appellant is entitled to redeem the propérty
but provides no nexus between the Appellant :and the prdperty or any owner of record. Appellant
makes a cl‘aibm- as an heir to the property but failed to identify any of her ances'tors.. By failing to
provide the information by vsghich Respondeﬁt Dorchester could determine Appellant’s status as a
member of a qualifyin.gfc'las‘él until thirteen months after the closing 6f the redemption period,
Appellant placed herself m the same position as any defaulting taxpayer or any other owner of
record who-does not redeem the property within twelve months of the sale. “A defaulting taxpayer
whose‘property has been sold for taxes has title, defeasible upon failure to redeem within twelve

months after the tax sale.” Von Elbrecht v. Jacbbs, 286 S.C. 240, 243-44, 332 S.E.2d 568, 570 (Ct.

459 (S.C. Ct. App. 1999). See S.C. Code Ann. § 12-51-90.
“The relevant statute states in part:
Upon failure of the defaulting taxpayer, a grantee from the owner, a mortgagee, a judgment
creditor, or a lessee of the pro;.)e.rty to redeem realty within the time period glloWed for
redemption, the peréon officially _charged with the collection of del-inquent‘i taxg's, within
thirty days or as soon after that as possible, shall make a tax title to the pufchaser or the

,purchaser’ s assighee. Delivery of the tax title to the clerk of court or register of deeds is

. ) ) . . . ) . ».
considered “putting the purchaser, or assignee, in possession .
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S.C. Code Ann. §12-51-130.

The tax title to Respondent Limehouse was made on October 29, 2014, nearly eleven

months after the expiration of the redemption period. (R. pp. 342-346 and p. 317, lines 5-11).

CONCLUSION

Prior to the expiration of the redemption period, December 4, 2013 the following occurred:

1.

DTC advised Appellant that Respondent Dorchester needed additional information in
order to allow her to redeem the property, provided the.nam'es of individuals eligible to
redeem the property, and referred her to Probate Court.

Probate Court provided her with the forms necessary to probate the estates of Appellant

v s‘“great grancilm'other and grandmother and a card to take to the Center for Heirs

Property Preservation.

In March 2013, Appellant consulted with the Center lol Heiré Property l’reservation.
In March 2013, Appellant was referred and retained Apoellant’s current attorney.

On October 8, 2013, the County Attorney for Dorchester County e-mailed Appellant

* s attorney advising that Respondent Dorchester did not know the relationship of

Appellant to the property but that any of the people listed on the Devise/Descent of

‘Real Estate and Description Form were eligible to redeem the property.

All the individuals on the Devise/Descent of Real Estate and Description Form except
two were still living in SC.
In 2013, the estate of Appellant’s father John Gregg was still eligible for probate. He

died in May 2004 and his estate could have been probated as late as May 2014.

‘Leon Gregg, Appellant’s nncle, a person eligible to redeem the property came to

!

Appell;elnt asking for information aboul the sale.
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Appellant failed to respond io any of the inquiries made to Appellant or provide any of the
information that was exclusively within her control to Respondent Dorchester. Respondent
Dorchester did all that was required by the law..

Appellant’s refusal to provide the information necessary ‘t'o establish Appellant’s status

pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 12-51-90(A) was a failure to redeem the property within the time

period allowed for redemption. The _récognition of Appellant’s status asa grantee from the owner,
an heir, or even the defaulting taxpayer in January 2015 comes too late and is of no effect.

Therefore, based upon the above, Respondent Dorchester requests the Court affirm the

Circuit Court’s Final Order in favor of the Respondents.

ANDERSON REYNOLDS & STEPHENS, LLC

— - ﬁ—\
. ‘ )_o“nathan I An§Son (SC Bar No. 383)

37 2 Broad Street

P.O. Box 87

Charleston, SC 29401
(843) 723-0185 —phone
(843) 405-0313 —fax
janderson@arslawsc.com

February 12, 2020 _
Charleston, South Carolina
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