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PER CURIAM:   David Miller appeals the trial court's denial of his motion for a  
directed verdict, arguing the trial court erred by failing to grant a  directed verdict  
as to breach of the duty of care in his medical  malpractice action.    
 
Because  Dr. Brian Wilson's testimony allowed for more than one inference  as to  
the standard of care and w hether he admitted to the breach of that care, the trial 
court  did not err by denying Miller's  motion for a  directed verdict on the issue of 
breach.  Accordingly, we a ffirm pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR,  and the  
following authorities: Wright v. Craft, 372 S.C. 1, 18, 640 S.E.2d 486, 495  (Ct.  
App. 2006)  ("When reviewing a motion for directed verdict or JNOV,  an appellate  
court must employ the same standard as the trial court.");  Swinton Cr eek Nursery v.  
Edisto Farm Credit,  ACA, 334 S.C. 469,  476, 514 S.E.2d 126, 130 (1999)  ("In 
ruling on a m otion for directed verdict,  a c ourt must view the evidence and all  
reasonable inferences in the light  most favorable to the non-moving party.");  id. 
("When the evidence yields only one inference,  a directed verdict in favor of the  
moving party is proper.");  Wright, 372 S.C.  at  19, 640 S.E.2d at  496  ("When 
considering directed verdict  motions, neither the trial court nor the appellate c ourt  
has authority to decide credibility issues or to resolve conflicts in the testimony or 
evidence.").   
 
AFFIRMED.1  
 
HUFF, THOMAS, and GEATHERS,  JJ., concur.  
 

                                        
1  We decide this case w ithout oral argument pursuant to Rule 215, SCACR.  


