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PER CURIAM: Brandon Wingard appeals his conviction for receiving stolen
goods, arguing the trial court erred in failing to suppress his oral statements to
investigators. Wingard contends the statements were not timely disclosed pursuant
to Rule 5, SCRCrimP. We affirm pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the
following authorities: State v. McEachern, 399 S.C. 125, 135, 731 S.E.2d 604, 609
(Ct. App. 2012) ("In criminal cases, [an] appellate court sits to review errors of law
only."); State v. Black, 400 S.C. 10, 16, 732 S.E.2d 880, 884 (2012) ("The
admission or exclusion of evidence is left to the sound discretion of the trial judge,
whose decision will not be reversed on appeal absent an abuse of discretion.")
(citation omitted); State v. Jennings, 394 S.C. 473, 477-78, 716 S.E.2d 91, 93
(2011) ("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.”) (citation omitted); State v. Lunsford, 318 S.C. 241, 242-44, 456 S.E.2d
918, 919-20 (Ct. App. 1995) (finding no reversible error in trial court's denial of a
motion for a mistrial where the State produced a statement by the defendant after
the trial began and defense counsel did not seek additional time to study and
review the statement); State v. Davis, 309 S.C. 56, 62-63, 419 S.E.2d 820, 824-25
(Ct. App. 1992) (finding no abuse of discretion in trial court's denial of a motion to
suppress following the late disclosure of defendant's statements where defendant
"was permitted to view and copy the State's file" and defendant "never requested a
continuance or recess in order to review the file").

AFFIRMED.

FEW, C.J., and LOCKEMY, J., and CURETON, A.J., concur.



