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 PER CURIAM:  Joseph Davis appeals his convictions for murder, armed 
robbery, and second degree burglary (violent).  He contends the trial court erred in 
failing to suppress his confession as involuntarily given and therefore violated his 
right to due process. Specifically, he argues his confession was given in response 
to police officers' promises they would reopen an investigation into the murder of 
his mother.  We affirm pursuant to Rule 220(b)(1), SCACR, and the following 
authorities: State v. Von Dohlen, 322 S.C. 234, 243, 471 S.E.2d 689, 694–95 
(1996) ("A confession is not admissible unless it was voluntarily made[ and a] 
determination of whether a confession was given voluntarily requires an 
examination of the totality of the circumstances."); State v. Rochester, 301 S.C. 
196, 200, 391 S.E.2d 244, 247 (1990) ("On appeal, the conclusion of the trial judge 
on issues of fact as to the voluntariness of a confession will not be disturbed unless 
so manifestly erroneous as to show an abuse of discretion."); see id. at 200, 391 
S.E.2d at 246–47 ("A statement induced by a promise of leniency is involuntary 
only if so connected with the inducement as to be a consequence of the promise.").     

AFFIRMED. 

TOAL, C.J., BEATTY, KITTREDGE and HEARN, JJ., concur. 


