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PER CURIAM: Antwan McMillan appeals the denial of his motion for a new
trial following his 2011 convictions for three counts of first-degree assault and
battery, three counts of attempted armed robbery, and one count of possession of a



weapon during the commission of a violent crime, as well as his aggregate
sentence of thirty years' imprisonment. On appeal, he argues the trial court erred in
denying his motion for a new trial based on the after-discovered evidence of a
previously undisclosed alleged plea deal between the State and the sole
cooperating accomplice. We affirm pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR.

We hold the trial court did not abuse its discretion in denying McMillan's motion
for a new trial. The trial court made a credibility finding that the cooperating
accomplice's affidavit was unreliable and not credible, which we defer to. Relying
on the trial court's credibility finding, a review of the record supports the finding
that the affidavit from the cooperating accomplice would not likely change the
result if a new trial were granted—the first prong of the after-discovered evidence
test. See State v. Mercer, 381 S.C. 149, 166, 672 S.E.2d 556, 565 (2009) ("The
decision whether to grant a new trial rests within the sound discretion of the trial
court, and this [c]ourt will not disturb the trial court's decision absent an abuse of
discretion."); State v. Spann, 334 S.C. 618, 619-20, 513 S.E.2d 98, 99 (1999) ("In
order to prevail in this new trial motion, appellant must show the after-discovered
evidence: (1) is such that it would probably change the result if a new trial were
granted; (2) has been discovered since the trial; (3) could not in the exercise of due
diligence have been discovered prior to the trial; (4) is material; and (5) is not
merely cumulative or impeaching."); Mercer, 381 S.C. at 166, 672 S.E.2d at 565
("In this post-trial setting, our jurisprudence recognizes the gatekeeping role of the
trial court in making a credibility assessment."); State v. Johnson, 413 S.C. 458,
467,776 S.E.2d 367, 371 (2015) ("Credibility findings are treated as factual
findings, and therefore, the appellate inquiry is limited to reviewing whether the
trial court's factual findings are supported by any evidence in the record."); id.
("[I]t 1s well-established under South Carolina law that credibility determinations
are entitled to great deference.").

AFFIRMED.!

MCDONALD, HEWITT, and TURNER, JJ., concur.

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



