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PER CURIAM:  Affirmed pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following 
authorities: State v. Coaxum, 410 S.C. 320, 328, 764 S.E.2d 242, 246 (2014) 
(providing that when "a juror's nondisclosure is unintentional, the trial court may 



 

  
 

 

 

                                        

exercise its discretion in determining whether to proceed with the trial with the jury 
as is, replace the juror with an alternate, or declare a mistrial"); State v. Bell, 374 
S.C. 136, 147, 646 S.E.2d 888, 894 (Ct. App. 2007) ("A decision on whether to 
dismiss a juror and replace her with an alternate is within the sound discretion of 
the trial court, and such decision will not be reversed on appeal absent an abuse of 
discretion."); Coaxum, 410 S.C. at 329, 764 S.E.2d at 246 ("[T]he moving party 
has a heightened burden to show that the concealed information indicates the juror 
is potentially biased, and that the concealed information would have been a 
material factor in the party's exercise of its peremptory challenges.  In other words, 
the moving party must show that it was prejudiced by the concealment because it 
was unable to strike a potential—and material—source of bias."); Thompson v. 
O'Rourke, 288 S.C. 13, 15, 339 S.E.2d 505, 506-07 (1986) (noting when the 
appellants "did not argue at the trial level that the use of their peremptory 
challenges would have been altered by disclosure of the information," the issue 
was not preserved for appeal); Coaxum, 410 S.C. at 331, 764 S.E.2d at 247 ("[T]o 
receive a new trial, [a] defendant must show a prejudicial abuse of discretion."). 

AFFIRMED.1 

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

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




