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PER CURIAM: Petitioner seeks a writ of certiorari from the denial of her
application for post-conviction relief (PCR). We find evidence supports the PCR



court's finding that Petitioner did not knowingly and intelligently waive her right to
a direct appeal; accordingly, we grant certiorari and proceed with a review of the
direct appeal issues pursuant to Davis v. State, 288 S.C. 290, 342 S.E.2d 60 (1986).

Petitioner appeals her convictions for murder and possession of a firearm during
the commission of a violent crime, arguing the trial court erred in admitting letters
she wrote to a witness because the State violated Rule 5, SCRCrimP, by not
disclosing the letters during discovery. We find the State did not have possession
of the letters until after Petitioner's trial was underway, and it turned them over to
Petitioner immediately upon receiving them from the witness. Accordingly, we
find the State did not violate Rule 5, SCRCrimP, and the trial court properly
admitted the letters. See State v. McEachern, 399 S.C. 125, 136, 731 S.E.2d 604,
609 (Ct. App. 2012) ("The admission or exclusion of evidence falls within the
sound discretion of the trial court and will not be disturbed on appeal absent an
abuse of that discretion."); State v. Gulledge, 326 S.C. 220, 226, 487 S.E.2d 590,
593 (1997) ("[1]f the prosecution does not have the material or evidence sought by
the defense actually in its possession, disclosure is not required.").

AFFIRMED.!

WILLIAMS, KONDUROQOS, and LOCKEMY, JJ., concur.

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



