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PER CURIAM:  Affirmed pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following 
authorities: State v. Carmack, 388 S.C. 190, 201, 694 S.E.2d 224, 229 (Ct. App. 
2010) ("A decision to admit extrinsic evidence of a prior inconsistent statement 



 
 

 
 

 

                                        

will not be reversed absent a manifest abuse of discretion that prejudiced the 
appellant."); Rule 613(b), SCRE ("Extrinsic evidence of a prior inconsistent 
statement by a witness is not admissible unless the witness is advised of the 
substance of the statement, the time and place it was allegedly made, and the 
person to whom it was made, and is given the opportunity to explain or deny the 
statement. If a witness does not admit that he has made the prior inconsistent 
statement, extrinsic evidence of such statement is admissible."); State v. Blalock, 
357 S.C. 74, 80, 591 S.E.2d 632, 636 (Ct. App. 2003) ("Generally, where the 
witness has responded with anything less than an unequivocal admission, trial 
courts have been granted wide latitude to allow extrinsic evidence proving the 
statement."); id. ("[A] witness's failure to fully recall her prior statement has been 
found to be a sufficient denial to allow extrinsic evidence."). 

AFFIRMED.1 

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

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


