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PER CURIAM: Affirmed pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following 
authorities: State v. Bryant, 372 S.C. 305, 312, 642 S.E.2d 582, 586 (2007) ("The 



conduct of a criminal trial is left largely to the sound discretion of the trial [court, 
which] will not be reversed in the absence of a prejudicial abuse of discretion."); 
id. ("An abuse of discretion occurs when a trial court's decision is unsupported by
evidence or controlled by an error of law."); State v. Kelly, 343 S.C. 350, 368-69, 
540 S.E.2d 851, 860 (2001) ("Vouching constitutes an assurance by the 
prosecuting attorney of the credibility of a [g]overnment witness through personal 
knowledge or by other information outside of the testimony before the jury. . . . A 
prosecutor's vouching for the credibility of a government witness raises two 
concerns: (1) such comments can convey the impression that evidence not 
presented to the jury but known to the prosecutor, supports the charges against the 
defendant and can thus jeopardize the defendant's right to be tried solely on the 
basis of the evidence presented to the jury; and (2) the prosecutor's opinion carries
with it the imprimatur of the [g]overnment and may induce the jury to trust the 
[g]overnment's judgment rather than its own view of the evidence." (omission by 
court) (quoting United States v. Walker, 155 F.3d 180, 184 (3d Cir. 1998))), rev'd 
on other grounds, 534 U.S. 246 (2002).

AFFIRMED.1

HUFF, THOMAS, and KONDUROS, JJ., concur.

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


