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PER CURIAM: Affirmed pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following 
authorities: State v. Santiago, 370 S.C. 153, 159, 634 S.E.2d 23, 26 (Ct. App. 2006) 
("An appellate court will not reverse the [circuit court's] decision regarding jury 
charges absent an abuse of discretion."); id. ("A self-defense charge is not required 
unless the evidence supports it."); State v. Douglas, 411 S.C. 307, 318, 768 S.E.2d 
232, 238–39 (Ct. App. 2014) (listing the elements of self-defense as: (1) the 
defendant must have been without fault in bringing on the difficulty; (2) the 
defendant must have (a) been in imminent danger of losing his life or sustaining 
serious bodily injury or (b) believed he was in such imminent danger; (3) if his 
defense is based on his belief of imminent danger, "a reasonably prudent man of 
ordinary firmness and courage would have entertained the same belief." If he 
actually was in imminent danger, the circumstances would have warranted "a man 
of ordinary prudence, firmness and courage" to act as he did; and (4) he had "no 
other probable means of avoiding the danger" than to act as he did); State v. Bryant, 
336 S.C. 340, 346, 520 S.E.2d 319, 322 (1999) (stating the appellant easily could 
have avoided the conflict by leaving the open parking lot where the situation arose); 
State v. Inman, 395 S.C. 539, 565, 720 S.E.2d 31, 45 (2011) ("The decision to grant 
or deny a mistrial is within the sound discretion of the trial court and will not be 
overturned on appeal absent an abuse of discretion amounting to an error of law."); 
id. (concluding that the circuit court correctly denied the defendant's motion for a 
mistrial because he did not show prejudice). 

AFFIRMED.1 

LOCKEMY, C.J., and THOMAS and GEATHERS, JJ., concur. 

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


