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PER CURIAM: Affirmed pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following
authorities: State v. Corley, 383 S.C. 232, 239, 679 S.E.2d 187, 191 (Ct. App.

2009) ("In criminal cases, the appellate court sits to review errors of law only. We
are bound by the trial court's factual findings unless they are clearly erroneous.
This same standard of review applies to preliminary factual findings in determining
the admissibility of certain evidence in criminal cases. In Fourth Amendment
search and seizure cases, our review is limited to determining whether any
evidence supports the trial court's finding. Upon such review, an appellate court
may reverse only when the trial court's decision is clear error. Under the 'clear
error' standard, the appellate court will not reverse a trial court's finding of fact
simply because it may have decided the case differently." (citations and internal
quotation marks omitted)), aff'd as modified, 392 S.C. 125, 708 S.E.2d 217 (2011);
State v. Taylor, 401 S.C. 104, 108, 736 S.E.2d 663, 665 (2013) ("A trial court's
Fourth Amendment suppression ruling must be affirmed if supported by any
evidence . . . ."); Rakas v. Illinois, 439 U.S. 128, 148-50 (1978) (finding passengers
of a vehicle did not have an expectation of privacy in the car's glove compartment
or the area under the seat of the car, and the court did not need to determine
whether the search of the car was unlawful); Palacio v. State, 333 S.C. 506, 514,
511 S.E.2d 62, 66 (1999) ("Warrantless searches and seizures are reasonable
within the meaning of the Fourth Amendment when conducted under the authority
of voluntary consent."); State v. Pichardo, 367 S.C. 84, 106, 623 S.E.2d 840, 85152 (Ct. App. 2005) ("A trial judge's conclusions on issues of fact regarding
voluntariness will not be disturbed on appeal unless so manifestly erroneous as to
be an abuse of discretion."); Corley, 383 S.C. at 240, 679 S.E.2d at 191 ("A police
officer may stop and briefly detain and question a person for investigative
purposes, without treading upon his Fourth Amendment rights, when the officer
has a reasonable suspicion supported by articulable facts, short of probable cause
for arrest, that the person is involved in criminal activity.").
AFFIRMED.1
FEW, C.J., and HUFF and WILLIAMS, JJ., concur.
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We decide this case without oral argument pursuant to Rule 215, SCACR.

