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PER CURIAM:  Affirmed pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following 
authorities: State v. Liverman, 398 S.C. 130, 137, 727 S.E.2d 422, 425 (2012) ("In 
criminal cases, the appellate court sits to review errors of law only."); id. at 137-38, 
727 S.E.2d at 425 ("Whether an eyewitness identification is sufficiently reliable is 
a mixed question of law and fact."); id. at 138, 727 S.E.2d at 425 ("In reviewing 
mixed questions of law and fact, where the evidence supports but one reasonable 
inference, the question becomes a matter of law for the court."); State v. Traylor, 
360 S.C. 74, 81, 600 S.E.2d 523, 526-27 (2004) ("The United States Supreme 
Court has developed a two-prong inquiry to determine the admissibility of an out-
of-court identification.[1]  First, a court must ascertain whether the identification 
process was unduly suggestive.  The court must next decide whether the out-of-
court identification was nevertheless so reliable that no substantial likelihood of 
misidentification existed."); Liverman, 398 S.C. at 138, 727 S.E.2d at 425 
("Generally, the decision to admit an eyewitness identification is at the trial 
[court's] discretion and will not be disturbed on appeal absent an abuse of 
discretion."). 

AFFIRMED.2 

HUFF, SHORT, and THOMAS, JJ., concur. 

1 See Neil v. Biggers, 409 U.S. 188, 199-200 (1972) (holding the court should 
consider the following factors under the totality of the circumstances when 
evaluating the likelihood of misidentification: "[1] the opportunity of the witness to 
view the criminal at the time of the crime, [2] the witness' degree of attention, [3] 
the accuracy of the witness' prior description of the criminal, [4] the level of 
certainty demonstrated by the witness at the confrontation, and [5] the length of 
time between the crime and the confrontation"). 
2 We decide this case without oral argument pursuant to Rule 215, SCACR. 




