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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of South Carolina considered whether a strict forfeiture provision in an installment
land contract barred a defaulting purchaser from seeking equitable redemption. The court held that
equity may relieve a purchaser from forfeiture and provide an opportunity for redemption when
warranted by the circumstances, and remanded for that determination. The court affirmed the Court of
Appeals as modified.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether an installment land contract's strict forfeiture provision may be enforced without allowing a
defaulting purchaser an opportunity to redeem.

2. Whether equitable principles permit a court to relieve a defaulting purchaser from forfeiture when
enforcement would constitute an inequitable penalty.

HOLDINGS

1. A court of equity may relieve a defaulting purchaser from a strict forfeiture provision in an installment
land contract and provide an opportunity for redemption when equity so demands.

2. Lewis was not automatically entitled to redemption on the existing record; the case had to be remanded
for the master-in-equity to determine whether an equitable right of redemption existed under the
circumstances.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Equity does not favor forfeitures or penalties and will relieve against them when practicable in the interest
of justice.” (at 172)

“For the above reasons, we hold courts of equity can relieve a defaulting purchaser from the strict forfeiture
provision in an installment land contract and provide the opportunity for redemption when equity so
demands.” (at 173-74)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

In 1976, William Lewis entered an installment sales contract to purchase North Myrtle Beach real estate from
Premium Investment Corporation. Lewis made 141 of approximately 182 monthly payments, then stopped
paying after July 1988. Premium mailed a cancellation notice in October 1989, which was returned unclaimed;
Lewis later attempted to resume payments, but Premium refused his tender. The contract stated that after a thirty-
day payment default, Premium could terminate the contract and retain prior payments as rent.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Lewis sued Premium Investment Corporation for breach of contract and specific performance after Premium
declared the installment sales contract terminated following Lewis's payment default. The master-in-equity
found Lewis in default and held that Premium could terminate the agreement. The Court of Appeals reversed,
concluding that Lewis held an equitable interest and a nonwaivable right of redemption. The Supreme Court
affirmed as modified and remanded for a determination whether redemption was equitable under the
circumstances.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS



Remanded to the master-in-equity to determine whether the purchaser has an equitable right of redemption under
the circumstances.
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