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PER CURIAM: Marquette Johnson appeals the circuit court's denial of her 
request for an extension of a scheduling order's deadlines.  She also appeals a 
discovery sanction order allowing her to present only one expert witness at trial on 
issues of liability.  These decisions are not immediately appealable.  See S.C. Code 
Ann. § 14-3-330(2)(a) (1977) (providing appellate jurisdiction to review "[a]n 
order affecting a substantial right made in an action when such order . . . in effect 
determines the action and prevents a judgment from which an appeal might be 
taken or discontinues the action"); Grosshuesch v. Cramer, 377 S.C. 12, 30, 659 
S.E.2d 112, 122 (2008) (dismissing appeal of order in which circuit court limited
dissemination of information obtained in discovery and declined to impose 
sanctions; "discovery orders, in general, are interlocutory and are not immediately 
appealable because they do not, within the meaning of the appealability statute, 
involve the merits of the action or affect a substantial right").  Therefore, we 
dismiss Johnson's appeal.

Anu Chaudhry and Florence Women's Health appeal the circuit court's orders (1) 
granting Johnson's motion to reconsider an order granting Chaudhry and Florence 
Women's Health summary judgment, and (2) denying their motion to reconsider 
the order granting Johnson's motion. Chaudhry and Florence Women's Health 
claim that by making these rulings, the circuit court "effectively denied" their 
summary judgment motion.  Such decisions are not appealable.  Bank of N.Y. v. 
Sumter Cnty., 387 S.C. 147, 154, 691 S.E.2d 473, 477 (2010) ("[I]t is well-settled 
that an order denying summary judgment is never reviewable on appeal.").  
Therefore, we dismiss Chaudhry and Florence Women's Health's cross-appeal.  

APPEALS DISMISSED.

FEW, C.J., and GEATHERS and LOCKEMY, JJ., concur.


