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PER CURIAM:  Affirmed pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following 
authorities: State v. Tumbleston, 376 S.C. 90, 96-97, 654 S.E.2d 849, 852 (Ct. 
App. 2007) (stating a trial court should evaluate the sufficiency of an indictment by 
considering whether (1) the offense is stated with sufficient certainty and 
particularity for the court to know what judgment to pronounce and the defendant 
to know what he is being charged with and (2) the indictment apprises the 
defendant of the elements of the offense charged); State v. Reddick, 348 S.C. 631, 
635, 560 S.E.2d 441, 443 (Ct. App. 2002) ("An indictment passes legal muster if it 
charges the crime substantially in the language of the . . . statute prohibiting the 
crime or so plainly that the nature of the offense charged may be easily 
understood." (internal citation and quotation marks omitted)); State v. Owens, 346 
S.C. 637, 649, 552 S.E.2d 745, 751 (2001) ("Specific reference to [the statute] in 
the body of the indictment provided appellant with notice of the elements of [the 
crime he was being charged with]."), overruled on other grounds by State v. 
Gentry, 363 S.C. 93, 101-03, 610 S.E.2d 494, 499 (2005); Tumbleston, 376 S.C. at 
97, 654 S.E.2d at 853 ("[W]hether the indictment could be more definite or certain 
is irrelevant."); id. ("In determining whether an indictment meets the sufficiency 
standard, the trial court must look at the indictment with a practical eye in view of 
all the surrounding circumstances."); id. ("Accordingly, the sufficiency of an 
indictment is examined objectively, from the viewpoint of a reasonable person, and 
not from the subjective viewpoint of a particular defendant."); State v. Bridgers, 
329 S.C. 11, 16, 495 S.E.2d 196, 199 (1997) (finding police officers are public 
officials within the meaning of section 16-3-1040 of the South Carolina Code 
(2003)). 

AFFIRMED.1 

FEW, C.J., and WILLIAMS and PIEPER, JJ., concur. 

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


