
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THIS OPINION HAS NO PRECEDENTIAL VALUE.  IT SHOULD NOT BE 

CITED OR RELIED ON AS PRECEDENT IN ANY PROCEEDING 


EXCEPT AS PROVIDED BY RULE 268(d)(2), SCACR. 
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PER CURIAM:   Spencer L. Morgan (Morgan) seeks review of the circuit court's 
dismissal of his case pursuant to Rule 41(b) of the South Carolina Rules of Civil 
Procedure. Morgan argues the circuit court abused its discretion by (1) denying his 
motion for a continuance and (2) dismissing his claims for failure to prosecute.  
We affirm pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following authorities:  

1.  As to whether the circuit court erred in denying Morgan's motion for a 
continuance: Rule 40(i)(1), SCRCP (providing that the court may grant a 
continuance for "good and sufficient cause"); Crestwood Golf Club, Inc. v. Potter, 
328 S.C. 201, 212, 493 S.E.2d 826, 832 (1997) (explaining "power is deemed to be 
necessarily vested in [circuit] courts [in order for them] to manage their own affairs 
so as to achieve orderly and expeditious disposition of cases" (citation omitted)); 
State v. Colden, 372 S.C. 428, 435, 641 S.E.2d 912, 916 (Ct. App. 2007) ("The 
granting of a motion for a continuance is within the sound discretion of the 
[circuit] court and will not be disturbed absent a clear showing of an abuse of 
discretion.  Reversals for the denial of a continuance' are about as rare as the 
proverbial hens' teeth.'" (citations omitted)).  
 
2.  As to whether the circuit court erred in dismissing Morgan's claims for 
failure to prosecute: Rule 41(b), SCRCP ("For failure of the plaintiff to prosecute 
or to comply with these rules or any order of court, a defendant may move for 
dismissal of an action or of any claim against him.");  McComas v. Ross, 368 S.C. 
59, 62, 626 S.E.2d 902, 904 (Ct. App. 2006) ("Whether an action should be 
dismissed for failure to prosecute is left to the discretion of the [circuit] court 
judge, and his decision will not be disturbed, except upon a clear showing of an 
abuse of discretion." (citing Small v. Mungo, 254 S.C. 438, 442, 175 S.E.2d 802, 
804 (1970))).  



 

 

AFFIRMED. 


WILLIAMS, GEATHERS, and MCDONALD, JJ., concur.   



