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PER CURIAM: Raymond A. Wedlake appeals the circuit court's order granting
summary judgment to Respondents and the circuit court's subsequent denial of his



Rule 59(e), SCRCP, motion. On appeal, Wedlake argues six issues related to the
merits of the summary judgment order.

On October 28, 2019, following a hearing, the circuit court orally granted
Respondents' motion for summary judgment. On November 18, 2019, Wedlake
filed a motion for a new hearing. We hold the circuit court effectively ruled on
Wedlake's motion for a new hearing by the issuance of its subsequent written order
granting Respondents' motion for summary judgment on November 25, 2019. This
is further supported by (1) Wedlake's acknowledgment in his appellate brief that
the circuit court's law clerk was aware of his motion for a new hearing prior to the
court's issuance of its written motion and (2) the circuit court's clarification in a
subsequent order: "[T]o the extent that any party may contend that [Wedlake's]
Motion for a New Hearing filed November 18, 2019, is still pending, the same is
denied." Further, the circuit court properly found Wedlake had not timely filed his
subsequent Rule 59(e) motion after the issuance of the court's written order. Based
on the foregoing, we hold there is no further issue properly before this court and
affirm pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following authorities: Rule 59(e)
("A motion to alter or amend the judgment shall be served not later than 10 days
after receipt of written notice of the entry of the order."); Elam v. S.C. Dep't of
Transp., 361 S.C. 9, 15, 602 S.E.2d 772, 775 (2004) ("A timely post-trial motion,
including a motion to alter or amend the judgment pursuant to Rule 59(e), SCRCP,
stays the time for an appeal for all parties until receipt of written notice of entry of
the order granting or denying such motion.").

AFFIRMED.!

THOMAS, MCDONALD, and HEWITT, JJ., concur.

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



