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PER CURIAM: James D. Tinsley appeals his conviction for receiving stolen
property, arguing the trial court erred (1) in finding the warrantless seizure of the



stolen camper was proper and (2) when it allowed the stolen camper's owner to
testify regarding the stolen camper's VIN number. We affirm pursuant to Rule
220(b), SCACR, and the following authorities:

1. As to whether the trial court erred in finding the warrantless seizure of the
stolen camper proper: State v. Brown, 389 S.C. 473, 479, 698 S.E.2d 811, 814 (Ct.
App. 2010) ("When reviewing a Fourth Amendment search and seizure case, we
do not review the trial court's ultimate determination de novo, rather we apply a
deferential standard.” (citing State v. Kingratsaiphon, 352 S.C. 62, 70, 572 S.E.2d
456, 459-60 (2002))); id. ("This court reviews the trial court's ruling like any other
factual finding, and we will reverse only if there is clear error."); id. ("[W]e will
affirm if any evidence exists to support the trial court's ruling.").

2. As to whether the trial court erred in allowing the stolen camper's owner to
testify regarding the stolen camper's VIN number: State v. Cohen, 305 S.C. 432,
434, 409 S.E.2d 383, 384 (1991) (""The Fourth Amendment does not bar a search
and seizure, even an arbitrary one, effected by a private party on his own
initiative."); id. at 434, 409 S.E.2d at 385 ("'The party challenging admission of
evidence has the burden to show sufficient government involvement in the private
citizen's conduct to warrant [F]ourth [A]Jmendment scrutiny."); id. at 435, 409
S.E.2d at 385 ("Even where the government encouragement was rather strong and
specific, yet short of an explicit request for a search, courts have been inclined to
declare the search private nonetheless if there was in addition a legitimate private
purpose behind the search.”); id. at 436, 409 S.E.2d at 386 ("[A]n analysis of
whether a private citizen's search and seizure is attributable to the State requires an
inquiry into the totality of the circumstances. Factors to be considered include: the
citizen's motivation for the search or seizure; the degree of governmental
involvement, such as advice, encouragement, knowledge about the nature of the
citizen's activities, and the legality of the conduct encouraged by the police.").

AFFIRMED.!

HUFF, THOMAS, and GEATHERS, JJ., concur.

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



