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AFFIRMED 
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PER CURIAM:  Affirmed pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following 
authorities: Rule 12(b)(6), SCRCP (stating a circuit court may dismiss a complaint 
when the defendant demonstrates the plaintiff's complaint fails to allege facts 
sufficient to constitute a cause of action); Dawkins v. Union Hosp. Dist., 408 S.C. 



 
 

 

                                        

171, 176, 758 S.E.2d 501, 503 (2014) (providing the same standard of review for 
circuit courts and appellate courts when considering a motion to dismiss pursuant 
to Rule 12(b)(6), SCRCP: "whether the defendant demonstrates the plaintiff has 
failed to state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action in the pleadings filed 
with the court"); Flateau v. Harrelson, 355 S.C. 197, 202, 584 S.E.2d 413, 416 (Ct. 
App. 2003) (noting this court will affirm a dismissal under Rule 12(b)(6) "if the 
facts alleged in the complaint do not support relief under any theory of law"); 
Staubes v. City of Folly Beach, 331 S.C. 192, 204, 500 S.E.2d 160, 167 (Ct. App. 
1998) ("The South Carolina Tort Claims Act, S.C. Code Ann. § 15-78-10 [to -220 
(2005 & Supp. 2016)], is a limited waiver of governmental immunity."); S.C. Code 
Ann. § 15-78-60(17) (2005) ("The governmental entity is not liable for a loss 
resulting from . . . employee conduct outside the scope of his official duties, or 
which constitutes actual fraud, actual malice, intent to harm, or a crime involving 
moral turpitude."); Pallares v. Seinar, 407 S.C. 359, 370, 756 S.E.2d 128, 133 
(2014) ("The tort of abuse of process is intended to compensate a party for harm 
resulting from another party's misuse of the legal system."); id. ("The essential 
elements of abuse of process are (1) an ulterior purpose, and (2) a willful act in the 
use of the process that is not proper in the regular conduct of the proceeding.").  

AFFIRMED.1 

LOCKEMY, C.J., and HUFF and THOMAS, JJ., concur. 

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


