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PER CURIAM: Affirmed pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following
authorities: State v. Pagan, 369 S.C. 201, 208, 631 S.E.2d 262, 265 (2006) ("The



admission of evidence is within the discretion of the trial court and will not be
reversed absent an abuse of discretion. An abuse of discretion occurs when the
conclusions of the trial court either lack evidentiary support or are controlled by an
error of law." (citation omitted)); State v. Saltz, 346 S.C. 114, 136, 551 S.E.2d 240,
252 (2001) ("When reviewing a trial court's ruling concerning voluntariness, [the
appellate court] does not reevaluate the facts based on its own view of the
preponderance of the evidence, but simply determines whether the trial court's
ruling is supported by any evidence."); State v. Moses, 390 S.C. 502, 513-14, 702
S.E.2d 395, 401 (Ct. App. 2010) ("In South Carolina, the test for determining
whether a defendant's confession was given freely, knowingly, and voluntarily
focuses upon whether the defendant's will was overborne by the totality of the
circumstances surrounding the confession. Courts have recognized appropriate
factors that may be considered in a totality of the circumstances analysis:
background; experience; conduct of the accused; age; maturity; physical condition
and mental health; length of custody or detention; police misrepresentations;
isolation of a minor from his or her parent; the lack of any advice to the accused of
his constitutional rights; threats of violence; direct or indirect promises, however
slight; lack of education or low intelligence; repeated and prolonged nature of the
questioning; exertion of improper influence; and the use of physical punishment,
such as the deprivation of food or sleep.” (citations omitted)); id. at 514, 702
S.E.2d at 401 ("This list of factors is not an exclusive list. Moreover, no single
factor is dispositive[,] and each case requires careful scrutiny of all surrounding
circumstances."” (citation omitted)).

AFFIRMED.!

SHORT, GEATHERS, and MCDONALD, JJ., concur.

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



