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PER CURIAM: Michael Erwin Moon appeals his convictions for lewd act upon a
minor and first-degree criminal sexual conduct with a minor, arguing the trial court

erred in admitting a DVD of the victim's forensic interview because (1) the
interview did not provide the requisite particularized guarantees of trustworthiness,
and (2) the method used by the forensic interviewer was unreliable. We affirm
pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following authorities:
1. As to whether the forensic interview provided the requisite particularized
guarantees of trustworthiness: State v. Kromah, 401 S.C. 340, 349, 737 S.E.2d
490, 494-95 (2013) ("The admission or exclusion of evidence is a matter addressed
to the sound discretion of the trial court and its ruling will not be disturbed in the
absence of a manifest abuse of discretion accompanied by probable prejudice. An
abuse of discretion occurs when the conclusions of the trial court either lack
evidentiary support or are controlled by an error of law." (citation and internal
quotation marks omitted)); S.C. Code Ann. § 17-23-175(A) (2014) (providing
requirements for the admissibility of a child's out-of-court statement in a criminal
proceeding); S.C. Code Ann. § 17-23-175(B) (2014) (providing factors for the trial
court to consider in determining whether a child's statement provides particularized
guarantees of trustworthiness).
2. As to whether the method used by the forensic interviewer was unreliable:
State v. Dunbar, 356 S.C. 138, 142, 587 S.E.2d 691, 693-94 (2003) (stating an
issue must be raised to and ruled upon by the trial court to be preserved for
appellate review).
AFFIRMED.1
FEW, C.J., and THOMAS and LOCKEMY, JJ., concur.
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We decide this case without oral argument pursuant to Rule 215, SCACR.

