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PER CURIAM:  Affirmed pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following 
authorities: BPS, Inc. v. Worthy, 362 S.C. 319, 324, 608 S.E.2d 155, 158 (Ct. App. 
2005) ("When reviewing the grant of a summary judgment motion, the appellate 
court applies the same standard [that] governs the trial court . . . ."); id. at 325, 608 
S.E.2d at 159 ("Summary judgment is appropriate where the pleadings, 
depositions, answers to interrogatories, and admissions on file, together with the 
affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and 
that the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law."); Johnson v. 
Jackson, 401 S.C. 152, 160, 735 S.E.2d 664, 668 (Ct. App. 2012) ("A crucial 
element in a cause of action for negligence is the existence of a legal duty of care 
owed by the defendant to the plaintiff."); id. ("Absent a duty, there is no actionable 
negligence."); Cole v. Boy Scouts of Am., 397 S.C. 247, 251, 725 S.E.2d 476, 478 
(2011) ("A motion for summary judgment on the basis of the absence of a duty is a 
question of law for the court to determine." (quoting Oblachinski v. Reynolds, 391 
S.C. 557, 560, 706 S.E.2d 844, 845 (2011))). 

AFFIRMED.1 

KONDUROS, MCDONALD, and HILL, JJ., concur. 

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


