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PER CURIAM:  Affirmed pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following 
authorities: 

1. As to whether the trial court erred in granting summary judgment: Hansson v. 
Scalise Builders of S.C., 374 S.C. 352, 358, 650 S.E.2d 68, 71 (2007) ("[W]hen 
ruling on a summary judgment motion, a [trial] court must determine whether the 
plaintiff has established a prima facie case as to each element of a claim . . . .");  
Rule 56(e), SCRCP ("When a motion for summary judgment is made and 
supported . . . an adverse party may not rest upon the mere allegations or denials of 
his pleading, but his response, by affidavits or as otherwise provided in this rule, 
must set forth specific facts showing that there is a genuine issue for trial. If he 
does not so respond, summary judgment, if appropriate, shall be entered against 
him."). 

2. As to whether the trial court erred in denying Machado's motion to compel 
discovery: Degenhart v. Knights of Columbus, 309 S.C. 114, 118, 420 S.E.2d 495, 
497 (1992) (finding summary judgment was not premature when the plaintiff did 
not seek a continuance or ask the trial court to hold its decision pending the 
outcome of the plaintiff's motion to compel discovery). 

3. As to Machado's remaining arguments: Wilder Corp. v. Wilke, 330 S.C. 71, 76, 
497 S.E.2d 731, 733 (1998) ("It is axiomatic that an issue cannot be raised for the 
first time on appeal, but must have been raised to and ruled upon by the trial 
[court] to be preserved for appellate review.").   

AFFIRMED.1 

HUFF, THOMAS, and GEATHERS, JJ., concur. 

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


