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PER CURIAM: Denorris Hall appeals from his convictions for attempted armed
robbery and attempted murder, arguing the trial court erred in (1) denying his
motion for a mistrial based on a violation of his due process rights; (2) admitting
his statement into evidence; and (3) denying him the opportunity to argue last
during closing in violation of his equal protection rights. We affirm pursuant to
Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following authorities:
1.
As to whether the trial court erred in denying Hall's motion for a mistrial
based on a violation of his due process rights: State v. Nichols, 325 S.C. 111, 12021, 481 S.E.2d 118, 123 (1997) ("An issue may not be raised for the first time on
appeal, but must have been raised to the trial judge to be preserved for appellate
review.").
2.
As to whether the trial court erred in admitting his statement into evidence:
State v. Williams, 405 S.C. 263, 275, 747 S.E.2d 194, 200 (Ct. App. 2013)
("Simply because an interview takes place at a law enforcement center and at the
initiation of police investigators does not render it a 'custodial interrogation.'"); id.
("Rather, the fact a defendant voluntarily agreed to accompany investigators to
their office and answer questions without being placed under arrest indicates a
non-custodial situation.").
3.
As to whether the trial court erred in denying him the opportunity to argue
last during closing in violation of his equal protection rights: State v. Pinkard, 365
S.C. 541, 543, 617 S.E.2d 397, 398 (Ct. App. 2005) ("When a defendant in a
criminal case offers no evidence, he is entitled to the final closing argument to the
jury."); State v. Gellis, 158 S.C. 471, 487, 155 S.E. 849, 855 (1930) (holding the
State retains the right to the final closing "if a defendant offers any evidence on
trial of the case").
AFFIRMED.
HUFF, SHORT, and KONDUROS, JJ., concur.

