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PER CURIAM: Thomas Jackson and Christopher Mitchell (Appellants) appeal
the circuit court's order dismissing their legal professional negligence case against
Joe Henry, Esq. and Law Firm of Joe Henry (Respondents) for failure to file an
expert witness affidavit pursuant to section 15-36-100 of the South Carolina Code
(Supp. 2017). We reverse and remand.
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required to prove legal malpractice premised on a failure to file a claim within the
statute of limitations depends upon the specific facts of the case and whether they
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Here, pu1suant to Rule 40(]) ofthe South Ca1011na Rules of C1v11 Plocedme and the
Agreement Stnkmg [the] Case from [the] Docket, Respondents had to restore the
case to the docket within one year of the agreement or Appellants' action would be
dismissed. The date upon which Respondents had to act was clear and
unambiguous. Like an undisputed statute of limitations, this date was not subject
to question or interpretation. Considering only the allegations in the complaint, we
do not believe Respondents needed to use professional judgment or special

allegations in the complaint did not need to be supported by an expert affidavit as
Respondents' negligence in failing to meet a known deadline is matter of common
knowledge and experience. Accordingly, we hold the trial court erred in
dismissing Appellants' action for professional negligence.

2. As the above issue 1s dispositive, we do not need to address Appellants'.
remaining issue. See Futch v. McAllister Towing of Georgetown, Inc., 335 S:C:

598,613,518 S.E.2d.591, 598.(1999) (noting an appellate court need not address
appellant's remaining:issues when its determination of a prior issue is dispositive).

REVERSED AND REMANDED.!

HUFF, MCDONALD, and HILL, JJ., concur.

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