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PER CURIAM:  Affirmed pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following 
authorities: State v. Liverman, 398 S.C. 130, 138, 727 S.E.2d 422, 425 (2012) 
("Generally, the decision to admit an eyewitness identification is at the trial judge's 
discretion and will not be disturbed on appeal absent an abuse of discretion."); Neil 
v. Biggers, 409 U.S. 188, 198-200 (1972) (developing a two-prong inquiry to 
determine the admissibility of an out-of-court identification); State v. Traylor, 360 
S.C. 74, 81, 600 S.E.2d 523, 526 (2004) (stating an identification procedure 
arranged by police that "is unnecessarily suggestive and conducive to irreparable 
mistaken identification" may deprive a criminal defendant of due process of law); 
State v. Dukes, 404 S.C. 553, 557-58, 745 S.E.2d 137, 139 (Ct. App. 2013) ("If the 
court finds the identification did not result from impermissibly suggestive police 
procedures, the inquiry ends there and the court does not need to consider the 
second prong.").

AFFIRMED.1

LOCKEMY, C.J., and KONDUROS and MCDONALD, JJ., concur.

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


