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PER CURIAM: Affirmed pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following
authorities: State v. Lemire, 406 S.C. 558, 565, 753 S.E.2d 247, 251 (Ct. App.
2013) ("An appellate court will not reverse the trial court's decision regarding jury
instructions unless the trial court abused its discretion." (quoting Clark v. Cantrell,
339 S.C. 369, 389, 529 S.E.2d 528, 539 (2000))); id. ("An abuse of discretion
occurs when the trial court's ruling is based on an error of law or, when grounded
in factual conclusions, is without evidentiary support." (quoting Clark, 339 S.C. at
389, 529 S.E.2d at 539)); State v. Mattison, 388 S.C. 469, 479, 697 S.E.2d 578,
583 (2010) ("The trial court is required to charge only the current and correct law
of South Carolina."); In re Estate of Pallister, 363 S.C. 437,451, 611 S.E.2d 250,
258 (2005) ("A jury charge is correct if, when read as a whole, it contains the
correct definitions and adequately covers the law."); Hoard ex rel. Hoard v. Roper
Hosp., Inc., 387 S.C. 539, 546, 694 S.E.2d 1, 4-5 (2010) (stating the plaintiff in a
medical malpractice action must present (1) evidence of the generally recognized
standards, practices, and procedures that a competent practitioner in the defendant's
field of medicine would exercise under the same or similar circumstances, (2)
evidence the defendant departed from the recognized and generally accepted
standards, practices, and procedures in the manner the plaintiff alleged, and (3)
evidence the defendant's departure from the generally accepted standards,
practices, and procedures was the proximate cause of the plaintiff's injuries and
damages); Bowie v. Hearn, 292 S.C. 223, 227, 355 S.E.2d 550, 552 (Ct. App.
1987) ("A doctor is not an insurer of health and negligence may not be inferred."),
rev'd on other grounds, 294 S.C. 344, 364 S.E.2d 469 (1988); Snow v. City of
Columbia, 305 S.C. 544, 555 n.7, 409 S.E.2d 797, 803 n.7 (Ct. App. 1991) ("South
Carolina does not recognize the rule of res ipsa loquitur."); id. at 555, 409 S.E.2d
at 803 ("[The] burden of proof cannot be met by relying on the theory that the
thing speaks for itself or that the very fact of injury indicates a failure to exercise
reasonable care."); Fletcher v. Med. Univ. of S.C., 390 S.C. 458, 463-64, 702
S.E.2d 372, 374 (Ct. App. 2010) (rejecting the application of res ipsa loquitur in a
medical malpractice action, and stating South Carolina courts were "not permitted
to speculate that misfortune was the result of negligence in the absence of any
evidence as to how the physicians deviated from the standard of care").

AFFIRMED.!

HUFF, WILLIAMS, and GEATHERS, JJ., concur.

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





