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PER CURIAM:  Craig Carl Busse appeals from his sentence for criminal sexual 
conduct with a minor, second degree, arguing the trial court erred in (1) overruling 
Busse's objection when the solicitor argued during closing arguments that he found 
the victim's testimony to be compelling, and (2) applying the South Carolina Rape 
Shield Statute when the court declined to allow Busse to use evidence found on the 
victim's cell phone to show motive.  We affirm pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, 
and the following authorities: Tappeiner v. State, 416 S.C. 239, 250, 785 S.E.2d 
471, 477 (2016) ("[S]olicitors must confine their closing remarks to the record and 
the reasonable inferences that may be drawn therefrom."); id. (holding the trial 
court has wide discretion in ruling on the appropriateness of a closing argument); 
State v. Copeland, 321 S.C. 318, 324, 468 S.E.2d 620, 624 (1996) ("The trial 
court's discretion will not be overturned absent a showing of an abuse of discretion 
amounting to an error of law that prejudices the defendant."); Humphries v. State, 
351 S.C. 362, 373, 570 S.E.2d 160, 166 (2002) ("Improper comments do not 
automatically require reversal if they are not prejudicial to the defendant, and the 
appellant has the burden of proving he did not receive a fair trial because of the 
alleged improper argument."); State v. Sinclair, 275 S.C. 608, 610, 274 S.E.2d 411, 
412 (1981) (finding when "the appellant obtained the only relief he sought, this 
court has no issue to decide"); State v. Parris, 387 S.C. 460, 465, 692 S.E.2d 207, 
209 (Ct. App. 2010) ("When the defendant receives the relief requested from the 
trial court, there is no issue for the appellate court to decide."). 

AFFIRMED.1 

THOMAS, HILL, and HEWITT, JJ., concur. 

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


