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PER CURIAM:  Gary Lane Prewitt appeals the circuit court's denial of his motion 
for a new trial based on after-discovered evidence.  Prewitt argues the circuit court 
erred in determining that a witness's recantation (1) would probably not have 



changed the result of a new trial, (2) was not after-discovered evidence, (3) would 
not be admissible at trial, (4) was not material, and (5) was successive in nature.  
We affirm1 pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following authorities:

1.  As to whether the witness's recantation would have changed the result of a new 
trial if one were granted: State v. Harris, 391 S.C. 539, 544-45, 706 S.E.2d 526, 
529 (Ct. App. 2011) ("A motion for a new trial based on after-discovered evidence
is addressed to the sound discretion of the [circuit court]."); id. at 545, 706 S.E.2d 
at 529 ("[T]his court will affirm the [circuit] court's denial of such a motion unless 
the [circuit] court abused its discretion."); Hayden v. State, 278 S.C. 610, 611, 299 
S.E.2d 854, 855 (1983) ("A party requesting a new trial based on after-discovered 
evidence must show that the evidence . . . [i]s such as would probably change the 
result if a new trial was had."); Harris, 391 S.C. at 545, 706 S.E.2d at 529 ("The 
credibility of newly-discovered evidence is for the [circuit] court to determine."); 
id. ("Recantation of testimony ordinarily is unreliable and should be subjected to 
the closest scrutiny when offered as ground for a new trial.").  

2.  As to Prewitt's remaining arguments: Futch v. McAllister Towing of 
Georgetown, Inc., 335 S.C. 598, 613, 518 S.E.2d 591, 598 (1999) (noting an 
appellate court need not address remaining issues when its disposition of a prior 
issue is dispositive).

AFFIRMED.

HUFF, WILLIAMS, and THOMAS, JJ., concur. 

                                      

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


