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PER CURIAM: The State appeals the grant of Matthew Jamison's second petition
for post-conviction relief (PCR) arguing the petition was successive and should

have been procedurally barred. The State further contends the PCR court erred in
several respects in concluding the petition sufficiently established the existence of
after-discovered evidence warranting the withdrawal of Jamison's guilty plea to
involuntary manslaughter and the granting of a new trial. We affirm pursuant to
Rule 220(b)(1), SCACR, and the following authorities: S.C. Code Ann. § 17-2770(b) (2003) ("When a court is satisfied, on the basis of the application . . . that the
applicant is not entitled to post-conviction relief . . . it may indicate to the parties
its intention to dismiss the application and its reason for so doing."); id.
("Disposition on the pleadings and record is not proper if there exists a material
issue of fact."); Odom v. State, 337 S.C. 256, 261, 523 S.E.2d 753, 755 (1999)
("All applicants are entitled to a full and fair opportunity to present claims in one
PCR application.") (emphasis added); Greene v. State, 276 S.C. 213, 214, 277
S.E.2d 481, 481 (1981) ("On appeal from an order granting post-conviction relief,
our review is limited to whether there is any evidence to support the trial court's
findings of fact."); State v. Irvin, 270 S.C. 539, 545, 243 S.E.2d 195, 197 (1975)
("A motion for a new trial based on after-discovered evidence is addressed to the
sound discretion of the trial judge."); State v. De Angelis, 256 S.C. 364, 369, 182
S.E.2d 732, 734 (1971) (stating absent error of law or abuse of discretion, this
court will not disturb the trial court's judgment); State v. Wharton, 381 S.C. 209,
215, 672 S.E.2d 786, 789 (2009) ("[T]he applicability of the doctrine of transferred
intent to voluntary manslaughter cases where the defendant kills an unintended
victim upon sufficient legal provocation committed by a third party remains an
unsettled question in South Carolina."); De Angelis, 256 S.C. at 369, 182 S.E.2d at
734 (considering whether the defendant could withdraw his guilty plea based on
after-discovered evidence and stating "there are cases that motions of this character
should be entertained and granted in order that wrongs done may be remedied").
AFFIRMED.
PIEPER, KONDUROS, and GEATHERS, JJ., concur.

