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PER CURIAM:  Affirmed pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following 
authorities: State v. Stanko, 402 S.C. 252, 264, 741 S.E.2d 708, 714 (2013) ("This 
[c]ourt will not reverse a trial court's decision regarding a jury instruction absent an 
abuse of discretion."); State v. Price, 368 S.C. 494, 498, 629 S.E.2d 363, 365 
(2006) ("An abuse of discretion occurs when the trial court's ruling is based on an 
error of law or a factual conclusion that is without evidentiary support."); State v. 
Cartwright, 425 S.C. 81, 93, 819 S.E.2d 756, 762 (2018) ("[T]he trial court shall 
not provide a limiting instruction or otherwise comment to the jury on 
[suicide-attempt] evidence.  The absence of a jury instruction shall in no manner 
foreclose the ability of the State and the defendant to make permissible jury 
arguments respecting the jury's consideration of the suicide-attempt evidence." 
(footnote omitted) (citation omitted)); Stanko, 402 S.C. at 264, 741 S.E.2d at 714 
("Errors, including erroneous jury instructions, are subject to a harmless error 
analysis."); State v. Middleton, 407 S.C. 312, 317, 755 S.E.2d 432, 435 (2014) 
("When considering whether an error with respect to a jury instruction was 
harmless, we must 'determine beyond a reasonable doubt that the error complained 
of did not contribute to the verdict.'" (quoting State v. Kerr, 330 S.C. 132, 144-45, 
498 S.E.2d 212, 218 (Ct. App. 1998))); State v. Martucci, 380 S.C. 232, 261, 669 
S.E.2d 598, 614 (Ct. App. 2008) ("[A]n insubstantial error not affecting the result 
of the trial is harmless when guilt has been conclusively proven by competent 
evidence such that no other rational conclusion can be reached.").   

AFFIRMED.1 

HUFF, THOMAS, and KONDUROS, JJ., concur. 

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


