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PER CURIAM:  James B. Curry appeals the trial court's contempt finding relating 
to his posttrial conduct.1  On appeal, Curry argues the trial court abused its 
discretion by holding him in contempt of court because (1) the contempt sanction 
violated his Sixth Amendment rights and held him in contempt for perpetuity and 
(2) the prior orders that he allegedly violated were based upon the Inmate 
Litigation Act (ILA),2 which is inapplicable to criminal actions.  We affirm
pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR.

1.  We hold Curry's argument that the contempt sanction violated his Sixth 
Amendment right to a jury trial and held him in contempt for perpetuity is not 
preserved for appellate review because Curry failed to raise this issue to the trial
court or obtain a ruling.  See State v. Dunbar, 356 S.C. 138, 142, 587 S.E.2d 691, 
693 (2003) (per curiam) ("[F]or an issue to be preserved for appellate review, it 
must have been raised to and ruled upon by the trial [court]."); State v. Stahlnecker, 
386 S.C. 609, 617, 690 S.E.2d 565, 570 (2010) ("A party need not use the exact 
name of a legal doctrine in order for the issue to be preserved, but it must be clear 
the argument has been presented on that ground."); Rhoad v. State, 372 S.C. 100, 
108, 641 S.E.2d 35, 38-39 (Ct. App. 2007) (holding the question of whether the 
appellant was entitled to a jury trial was not preserved for appellate review because 
the appellant failed to request a jury trial and failed to object to imposition of the 
contempt sentences).

2.  We hold the circuit court did not abuse its discretion by determining Curry was 
in contempt because the prior orders were not based on the ILA.  See State v. 
Bevilacqua, 316 S.C. 122, 129, 447 S.E.2d 213, 217 (Ct. App. 1994) (per curiam)
("A determination of contempt ordinarily resides in the sound discretion of the trial 
[court]."); S.C. Code Ann. § 14-5-320 (2017) ("The circuit court may punish by 
fine or imprisonment, at the discretion of the court, all contempts of authority in 
any cause or hearing before the same."); Miller v. Miller, 375 S.C. 443, 455, 652 
S.E.2d 754, 760 (Ct. App. 2007) ("[C]ourts have the inherent power to punish for 
offenses that are calculated to obstruct, degrade, and undermine the administration 
of justice." (quoting Brandt v. Gooding, 368 S.C. 618, 628, 630 S.E.2d 259, 264 
(2006))).

                                      
1 The order on appeal found Curry in civil contempt.  However, the order also 
stated that the three consecutive five-month sentences would be imposed only if 
Curry filed anything, except by an attorney on his behalf, either before or after his 
current sentence ended.
2 S.C. Code Ann. §§ 24-27-100 to -500 (2025).  



AFFIRMED.3

THOMAS, KONDUROS, and CURTIS, JJ., concur. 

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


