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of Bar Admissions Office at the Supreme Court to confirm the scheduled time and 
date. 



 
 

2 
 

                                                                                                                                 
 

 
 
 

OPINIONS 
OF 

THE SUPREME COURT 
AND 

COURT OF APPEALS 
OF 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
 

 
 

ADVANCE SHEET NO. 3 
January 18, 2023 

Patricia A. Howard, Clerk 
Columbia, South Carolina 

www.sccourts.org 
 
 
 
  
 

 
 



3 
 

CONTENTS 
 

THE SUPREME COURT OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
 

PUBLISHED OPINIONS AND ORDERS 
 
None 

UNPUBLISHED OPINIONS 
 
None 
             

PETITIONS - UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT 
 

None 
 
EXTENSION TO FILE PETITION - UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT 

 
28120 – State v. Angela D. Brewer Granted until 3/11/2023 
 

PETITIONS FOR REHEARING 
 

28095 – The Protestant Episcopal Church v. The Episcopal  
              Church Pending 
 
28115 – Progressive Direct v. Shanna Groves Pending 
 
28118 – State v. Charles Brandon Rampey Pending 
 
28121 – State Farm v. Myra Windham Pending 



4 
 

    THE SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS 
 
 

PUBLISHED OPINIONS 
 
5961 – The State v. Tony O. Singleton 12 
 
 

UNPUBLISHED OPINIONS 
 
2023-UP-018 – Serena Joy Stacy Salmans v. Nakeisha McDonald 
                          (Filed January 12, 2023) 
 
2023-UP-019 – State v. Jason J. Owen 
 
2023-UP-020 – Bridgett Fowler v. Fedex Ground Package System Inc. 
 
2023-UP-021 – Fonda E. Patrick v. Gasnel E. Bryan, M.D. 
 
2023-UP-022 – Michael Scott and Heike Scott v. Eugene Rhinehart 
 

 
PETITIONS FOR REHEARING 

 
5911 – Charles S. Blackmon v. SCDHEC                                    Denied   01/13/2023 
 
5916 – Amanda Huskins v. Mungo Homes, LLC  Pending 
 
5946 – State v. Frankie L. Davis, III  Pending 
 
5947 – Richard W. Meier v. Mary J. Burnsed  Pending 
 
5948 – Frankie Padgett v. Cast and Crew Entertainment  Pending 
 
5949 – Phillippa Smalling v. Lisa R. Maselli  Pending 
 
5950 – State v. Devin J. Johnson  Pending 
 
5951 – State v. Xzariera O. Gray  Pending 
 



5 
 

5954 – State v. Rashawn Carter                                                                       Pending 
 
5955 – State v. Philip Guderyon                                                                      Pending 
 
5956 – Trident Medical v. SCDHEC (Medical University)                            Pending 
 
2022-UP-402 – Todd Olds v. Berkeley County  Pending 
 
2022-UP-403 – Raven’s Run v. Crown Pointe                             Denied   01/12/2023 
 
2022-UP-417 – Jeane Whitfield v. Dennis K. Schimpf, M.D.                        Pending 
 
2022-UP-422 – Paula Russell v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc.  Pending 
 
2022-UP-429 – Bobby E. Leopard v. Perry W. Barbour  Pending 
 
2022-UP-432 – State v. Shi H. R. Price  Pending 
 
2022-UP-435 – Andrew Desilet v. S.C. Dep’t of Motor  
                          Vehicles                                                              Denied   01/12/2023 
 
2022-UP-436 – Cynthia Holmes v. James Holmes  Pending 
 
2022-UP-437 – Nicholas Thompson v. Bluffton Township Fire District  Pending 
 
2022-UP-439 – Jerry Powers v. Rizan Properties, LLC  Pending 
 
2022-UP-440 – Jerry Powers v. Rizan Properties, LLC (2)  Pending 
 
2022-UP-442 – Hardy Lanier #381975 v. SCDC  Pending 
 
2022-UP-444 – State v. James H. Baldwin  Pending 
 
2022-UP-449 – State v. Michael L. Williams  Pending 
 
2022-UP-450 – State v. Melvin J. White  Pending 
 
2022-UP-451 – State v. Brian N. White  Pending 
 



6 
 

2022-UP-452 – In the Matter of Kevin Wright  Pending 
 
2022-UP-455 – In the Matter of the Estate of Herbert Franklin  
                          Dickson, Jr.   Pending 
 
 

PETITIONS – SUPREME COURT OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
 
5824 – State v. Robert Lee Miller, III  Pending 
 
5826 – Charleston Development v. Younesse Alami  Pending 
 
5832 – State v. Adam Rowell   Pending 
 
5834 – Vanessa Williams v. Bradford Jeffcoat  Pending 
 
5839 – In the Matter of Thomas Griffin  Pending 
 
5843 – Quincy Allen #6019 v. SCDC  Pending 
 
5846 – State v. Demontay M. Payne  Pending 
 
5849 – SC Property and Casualty Guaranty Fund v. Second Injury Fund  Pending 
 
5855 – SC Department of Consumer Affairs v. Cash Central  Pending 
 
5856 – Town of Sullivan's Island v. Michael Murray  Pending 
 
5858 – Beverly Jolly v. General Electric Company                                         Pending 
 
5860 – Kelaher, Connell & Conner, PC v. SCWCC  Pending 
 
5871 – Encore Technology Group, LLC v. Keone Trask and Clear Touch Pending 
 
5877 – Travis Hines v. State  Pending 
 
5882 – Donald Stanley v. Southern State Police Pending 
 
5892 – State v. Thomas Acker   Pending 



7 
 

 
5898 – Josie Bostick v. Earl Bostick, Sr. Pending 
 
5900 – Donald Simmons v. Benson Hyundai, LLC  Pending 
 
5903 – State v. Phillip W. Lowery Pending 
 
5905 – State v. Richard K. Galloway Pending 
 
5907 – State v. Sherwin A. Green Pending 
 
5912 – State v. Lance Antonio Brewton                                                          Pending 
 
5914 – State v. Tammy D. Brown  Pending 
 
5915 – State v. Sylvester Ferguson, III Pending 
 
5921 – Cynthia Wright v.  SCDOT                                                                  Pending 
 
5922 – State v. Olandio R. Workman  Pending 
 
5923 – Susan Ball Dover v. Nell Ball  Pending 
 
5925 – Patricia Pate v. College of Charleston  Pending 
 
5926 – Theodore Wills v. State   Pending 
 
5930 – State v. Kyle M. Robinson  Pending 
 
5931 – Stephen R. Edwards v. Scapa Waycross, Inc. Pending 
 
5932 – Basildes Cruz v. City of Columbia  Pending 
 
5934 – Nicole Lampo v. Amedisys Holding, LLC  Pending 
 
5935 – The Gulfstream Café v. Palmetto Industrial Pending  
 
5943 – State v. Nicholas B. Chhith-Berry  Pending 
 



8 
 

2021-UP-230 – John Tomsic v. Angel Tomsic  Pending 
 
2021-UP-242 – G. Allen Rutter v. City of Columbia  Pending 
 
2021-UP-252 – Betty Jean Perkins v. SCDOT  Pending 
 
2022-UP-274 – SCDSS v. Dominique G. Burns                           Pending 
 
2021-UP-277 – State v. Dana L. Morton  Pending 
 
2021-UP-280 – Carpenter Braselton, LLC v. Ashley Roberts  Pending 
 
2021-UP-281 – In the Matter of the Estate of Harriet Kathleen 
    Henry Tims  Pending 
 
2021-UP-288 – Gabriel Barnhill v. J. Floyd Swilley  Pending 
 
2021-UP-396 – State v. Matthew J. Bryant  Pending 
 
2021-UP-418 – Jami Powell (Encore) v. Clear Touch Interactive  Pending 
 
2022-UP-028 – Demetrius Mack v. Leon Lott (2)  Pending 
 
2022-UP-033 – E.G. and J.J. v. SCDSS  Pending 
 
2022-UP-051 – Ronald I. Paul v. SCDOT (2)  Pending 
 
2022-UP-081 – Gena Davis v. SCDC  Pending 
 
2022-UP-085 – Richard Ciampanella v. City of Myrtle Beach  Pending 
 
2022-UP-089 – Elizabeth Lofton v. Berkeley Electric Coop. Inc.  Pending 
 
2022-UP-095 – Samuel Paulino v. Diversified Coatings, Inc. Pending 
 
2022-UP-097 – State v. Brandon K. Moore  Pending 
 
2022-UP-113 – Jennifer McFarland v. Thomas Morris  Pending 
 



9 
 

2022-UP-114 – State v. Mutekis J. Williams                                                   Pending 
 
2022-UP-118 – State v. Donald R. Richburg                                                   Pending 
 
2022-UP-119 – Merilee Landano v. Norman Landano  Pending 
 
2022-UP-161 –Denis Yeo v. Lexington Cty. Assessor                                    Pending 
 
2022-UP-163 – Debi Brookshire v. Community First Bank  Pending 
 
2022-UP-170 – Tony Young v. Greenwood Cty. Sheriff's Office  Pending 
 
2022-UP-175 – Brown Contractors, LLC v. Andrew McMarlin  Pending 
 
2022-UP-180 – Berkley T. Feagin v. Cambria C. Feagin Pending 
 
2022-UP-183 – Raymond A. Wedlake v. Scott Bashor  Pending 
 
2022-UP-184 – Raymond Wedlake v. Woodington Homeowners Assoc.  Pending 
 
2022-UP-189 – State v. Jordan M. Hodge  Pending 
 
2022-UP-192 – Nivens v. JB&E Heating & Cooling, Inc. Pending 
 
2022-UP-197 – State v. Kenneth W. Carlisle                                                  Pending 
 
2022-UP-203 – Estate of Patricia Royston v. Hunt Valley Holdings              Pending 
 
2022-UP-205 – Katkams Ventures, LLC v. No Limit, LLC                           Pending 
 
2022-UP-207 – Floyd Hargrove v. Anthony Griffis, Sr.  Pending 
 
2022-UP-209 – The State v. Dustin L. Hooper Pending 
 
2022-UP-213 – Dr. Gregory May v. Advanced Cardiology  Pending 
 
2022-UP-214 – Alison Meyers v. Shiram Hospitality, LLC  Pending 
 
2022-UP-228 – State v. Rickey D. Tate Pending 



10 
 

 
2022-UP-229 – Adele Pope v. Estate of James Brown (3) Pending  
 
2022-UP-236 – David J. Mattox v. Lisa Jo Bare Mattox                                 Pending 
 
2022-UP-239 – State v. James D. Busby  Pending 
 
2022-UP-243 – In the Matter of Almeter B. Robinson (2)  Pending 
 
2022-UP-245 – State v. John Steen d/b/a John Steen Bail Bonding  Pending 
 
2022-UP-251 – Lady Beaufort, LLC v. Hird Island Investments  Pending 
 
2022-UP-252 – Lady Beaufort, LLC v. Hird Island Investments (2)  Pending 
 
2022-UP-253 – Mathes Auto Sales v. Dixon Automotive            Pending 
 
2022-UP-255 – Frances K. Chestnut v. Florence Keese  Pending 
 
2022-UP-256 – Sterling Hills v. Elliot Hayes  Pending 
 
2022-UP-269 – Steven M. Bernard v. 3 Chisolm Street Pending 
 
2022-UP-270 – Latarsha Docena-Guerrero v. Government Employees 
                          Insurance   Pending 
 
2022-UP-274 – SCDSS v. Dominique G. Burns  Pending 
 
2022-UP-276 – Isiah James, #096883 v. SCDC (2) Pending 
 
2022-UP-282 – Roger Herrington, II v. Roger Dale Herrington                     Pending 
 
2022-UP-294 – Bernard Bagley #175851 v. SCDPPPS (2)                            Pending 
 
2022-UP-296 – SCDOR v. Study Hall, LLC  Pending 
 
2022-UP-298 – State v. Gregory Sanders  Pending 
 
2022-UP-303 – Daisy Frederick v. Daniel McDowell  Pending 



11 
 

 
2022-UP-305 – Terri L. Johnson v. State Farm                                               Pending 
 
2022-UP-307 – Frieda H. Dortch v. City of Columbia                                    Pending 
 
2022-UP-308 – Ditech Financial, LLC v. Kevin Snyder                                 Pending 
 
2022-UP-309 – State v. Derrick T. Mills  Pending 
 
2022-UP-312 – Guardian ad Litem, James Seeger v. Richland School Dt. Pending 
 
2022-UP-314 – Ronald L. Jones v. Rogers Townsend & Thomas, P.C. Pending 
 
2022-UP-316 – Barry Adickes v. Phillips Healthcare (2)  Pending 
 
2022-UP-319 – State v. Tyler J. Evans  Pending 
 
2022-UP-320 – State v. Christopher Huggins  Pending 
 
2022-UP-321 – Stephen Franklin II v. Kelly Franklin  Pending 
 
2022-UP-331 – Ex parte: Donald Smith (In re: Battersby v. Kirkman)  Pending 
 
2022-UP-333 – Ex Parte:  Beaullah and James Belin  Pending 
 
2022-UP-334 – Anthony Whitfield v. David Swanson  Pending 
 
2022-UP-337 – U.S. Bank, N.A. v. Rhonda Lewis Meisner (3)  Pending 
 
2022-UP-354 – Chicora Life Center v. Fetter Health Care Network  Pending 



12 
 

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In The Court of Appeals 

The State, Respondent, 
 
v. 
 
Tony Orlanda Singleton, Appellant. 
 
Appellate Case No. 2019-001391 

 

Appeal From Hampton County 
Carmen T. Mullen, Circuit Court Judge 

 

Opinion No. 5961 
Heard October 5, 2022 – Filed January 18, 2023 

 

AFFIRMED 
 

Appellate Defender Susan Barber Hackett, of Columbia, 
for Appellant. 
 
Attorney General Alan McCrory Wilson and Senior 
Assistant Attorney General David A. Spencer, both of 
Columbia, and Solicitor Isaac McDuffie Stone, III, of 
Bluffton, all for Respondent. 

 

KONDOUROS, J.:  Tony O. Singleton appeals his conviction for first-degree 
criminal sexual conduct with a minor1 (Victim).  Singleton contends that the trial 
court erred in (1) admitting into evidence a photograph of Victim taken when she 

                                                 
1 See S.C. Code Ann. § 16-3-655(A)(1) (2015). 
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was ten years old; (2) denying his mistrial motion; and (3) failing to instruct the 
jury on third-party guilt.  We affirm. 

 
FACTS 
 
In April 2016, Victim went to visit her grandmother (Grandmother).  Grandmother 
noticed that Victim, who was ten years old, appeared pregnant.  Grandmother 
informed Victim's mother (Mother), and Mother took Victim to Victim's pediatric 
nurse practitioner.  The nurse practitioner observed Victim's enlarged abdomen and 
administered a pregnancy test that confirmed Victim was pregnant.  On April 14, 
2016, an ultrasound revealed that Victim was around twenty-two weeks pregnant.  
Mother and Victim's doctors decided to terminate the pregnancy.   
 
While treating Victim, the nurse practitioner asked Victim if anybody had ever 
"touched" her.  Victim eventually responded that someone her age had "touched" 
her, and Mother told the nurse practitioner there were no older men who could 
have impregnated Victim in their home.  However, Victim later told counselors 
that Singleton and two juvenile males, one of whom was Singleton's oldest son, 
had sexual intercourse with her.  Law enforcement obtained DNA samples from 
Singleton and the two juveniles, and a forensic scientist with the South Carolina 
Law Enforcement Division (SLED) compared those DNA samples to a DNA 
sample from the aborted fetus.  The SLED scientist concluded that Singleton was 
the father of Victim's unborn child.   
 
On February 6, 2017, a Hampton County grand jury indicted Singleton for 
first-degree criminal sexual conduct with a minor.  Singleton moved in limine to 
prevent the State from introducing a photograph of Victim that was taken when she 
was ten years old, objecting under Rules 401, 402, and 403 of the South Carolina 
Rules of Evidence.  The State contended the photograph merely showed Victim's 
face when she was ten years old.2  The trial court ruled that the State could 
introduce the photograph, deeming it "adequate" and "appropriate."   
 
During Singleton's opening statement, Victim began crying.  The victim's advocate 
escorted Victim from the courtroom while Singleton continued his opening 
statement.  After Singleton concluded his opening statement, he moved for a 
mistrial.  Singleton noted that Victim's crying was "audible" and "created a 

                                                 
2 Victim was thirteen years old when Singleton's trial began on August 5, 2019.  
(R.1-2, 57).   
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disturbance."  Singleton asserted that a curative instruction could not obviate the 
damage that the level of emotion Victim displayed caused to Singleton's right to a 
fair trial.   
 
The State replied that it was "unfair to expect . . . [V]ictim to always be able to 
keep her emotions in check."  The State also maintained that Victim "was led out 
of the courtroom as soon as it got out of control" and noted that "obviously[,] it's 
[an] emotionally charged situation."  The trial court noted that Victim's reaction 
could have occurred while she was testifying and declined Singleton's motion 
without giving a curative instruction.3  However, the trial court cautioned the State 
to consider whether Victim should only be present while testifying.   
 
During the State's case-in-chief, Mother testified that she was in a relationship with 
Singleton for about eight years, and he lived in her home with Victim and five of 
Victim's siblings4 for about three years.  Mother explained that while Singleton 
occasionally moved out of her apartment for a week or two, he primarily lived in 
her home until shortly before Victim's pregnancy was discovered.  The State also 
showed Victim the contested photograph, and Victim testified that she was ten 
years old when it was taken.  The photograph was then admitted into evidence.   
 
Additionally, the SLED scientist who analyzed the DNA samples testified that she 
concluded Singleton was the father of Victim's unborn child.  Singleton 
extensively cross-examined the SLED scientist on whether Singleton's oldest son 
could be the father instead because he inherited half of his DNA from Singleton.  
The SLED scientist maintained that her analysis of the DNA samples excluded 
Singleton's oldest son from being the father.   
 
After the State rested, Singleton made a motion for a directed verdict that the trial 
court denied.  During Singleton's case-in-chief, he presented testimony that he 
moved out of Mother's home before Victim became pregnant in late 2015.  The 
mother of Singleton's oldest son testified that Singleton moved in with his sister in 
October 2015, and Singleton testified that he moved out of Mother's apartment 
"right after the summer."  Singleton also denied having sexual intercourse with 
Victim.    
 
After Singleton rested, he renewed his motions for a mistrial and directed verdict.  
The trial court responded, "Respectfully, based on the earlier ruling, again, I think 
                                                 
3 Singleton did not request a curative instruction.   
4 Singleton and Mother were the biological parents of three of these siblings.   
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there's evidence by which this jury can determine Mr. Singleton is guilty of 
criminal sexual conduct with a minor under the age of 11.  I'm going to send it to a 
jury."  Singleton also requested the trial court instruct the jury on third-party guilt, 
and the trial court initially indicated that it would give the instruction.  However, 
the trial court declined to give the instruction after it determined the instruction 
was not in the South Carolina bench book.   
 
The jury found Singleton guilty of first-degree criminal sexual conduct with a 
minor, and the trial court sentenced Singleton to life imprisonment.  Singleton 
moved for a new trial, alleging the trial court erred in failing to grant his motion for 
a mistrial due to Victim's "emotional outburst" and failing to instruct the jury on 
third-party guilt.  The trial court denied Singleton's motion based on its prior 
decisions.  Regarding Victim's display of emotion during Singleton's opening 
statement, the trial court stated the following for the record:   
 

I will not characterize it in any way as an outburst.  
[Victim] just began crying, and she was not removed 
from the courtroom by me.  The victim's advocate, in her 
wisdom, just gently took her and walked her out of the 
courtroom as she should, and did a good job doing it.  So, 
that was just the way it was handled. So, I don't think it 
was outwardly disruptive, and I know it's one of the 
things the [a]ppellate [c]ourts look at it, you don't know 
if you weren't here exactly how it happened.  So, I will 
say it was minimal. 

 
This appeal followed. 
 
STANDARD OF REVIEW 
 
"The conduct of a criminal trial is left largely to the sound discretion of the trial 
[court; it] will not be reversed in the absence of a prejudicial abuse of discretion."  
State v. Reyes, 432 S.C. 394, 401, 853 S.E.2d 334, 337 (2020) (quoting State v. 
Bryant, 372 S.C. 305, 312, 642 S.E.2d 582, 586 (2007)).  "An abuse of discretion 
occurs when a trial court's decision is unsupported by the evidence or controlled by 
an error of law."  Id. at 401, 853 S.E.2d at 338 (quoting Bryant, 372 S.C. at 312, 
642 S.E.2d at 586). 
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LAW/ANALYSIS  
 
I. Admitted Photograph 
 
Singleton asserts that the trial court erred in admitting into evidence a photograph 
of Victim taken when she was ten years old.  We do not address that argument 
because even if the trial court erred in admitting the photograph into evidence, that 
error was harmless. 
 
"Generally, appellate courts will not set aside convictions due to insubstantial 
errors not affecting the result."  State v. Sims, 387 S.C. 557, 567, 694 S.E.2d 9, 14 
(2010) (quoting State v. Pagan, 369 S.C. 201, 212, 631 S.E.2d 262, 267 (2006)).  
"[A]n insubstantial error not affecting the result of the trial is harmless where 'guilt 
has been conclusively proven by competent evidence such that no other rational 
conclusion can be reached.'"  Id. at 567, 694 S.E.2d at 14-15 (alteration in original) 
(quoting Pagan, 369 S.C. at 212, 631 S.E.2d at 267).  "[T]he harmless error rule 
embodies a commonsense principle our appellate courts have long recognized—
'whatever doesn't make any difference, doesn't matter.'" Reyes, 432 S.C. at 406, 
853 S.E.2d at 340 (quoting State v. Jolly, 304 S.C. 34, 39, 402 S.E.2d 895, 898 (Ct. 
App. 1991)). 
 
Assuming without determining that the trial court erred in admitting the 
photograph into evidence, that error was harmless because the State presented 
overwhelming evidence that Singleton was guilty of first-degree criminal sexual 
conduct with a minor.  A person is guilty of criminal sexual conduct with a minor 
in the first degree if they engage in sexual battery with a victim who is less than 
eleven years old.  § 16-3-655(A)(1).  The parties did not dispute that Victim was 
ten years old when she became pregnant, and the SLED scientist who analyzed the 
DNA samples testified that she concluded Singleton was the father of Victim's 
unborn child.  Therefore, even if the photograph was wrongly admitted, it did not 
affect the result of Singleton's trial.  Accordingly, we affirm as to this issue.   
 
II. Failure to Grant a Mistrial  
 
Singleton asserts that the trial court erred in denying his mistrial motion.  Singleton 
argues that the trial court's denial of his mistrial motion violated his right to a fair 
trial because Victim began crying and was escorted out of the courtroom during his 
opening statement.  We disagree. 
 



17 
 

"The decision whether to grant a mistrial because of a witness's outburst rests 
within the sound discretion of the trial [court] and will not be reversed absent 
an abuse of discretion or manifest prejudice to the complaining party."  State v. 
Anderson, 322 S.C. 89, 91-92, 470 S.E.2d 103, 105 (1996).  "Granting a mistrial is 
a serious and extreme measure which should only be taken when the prejudice can 
be removed no other way."  State v. Makins, 433 S.C. 494, 500, 860 S.E.2d 666, 
670 (2021). 
 
In Anderson, the sister of a murder victim was the first witness to testify for the 
State.  322 S.C. at 90, 470 S.E.2d at 104.  While testifying, the victim's sister asked 
the defendant, "Why did you do it?"  Id.  She also stated that the defendant "didn't 
have to take her life."  Id.  Our supreme court noted that the trial court immediately 
dismissed the jury and called a recess to allow the witness to calm down.  Id. at 93, 
470 S.E.2d at 105.  Our supreme court also noted that "th[e] incident occurred at 
the beginning of trial and was very limited in time and in scope."  Id.  Our supreme 
court explained that the jury likely understood that the witness's outburst was "an 
expression of grief over the death of her sister."  Id.  Our supreme court concluded, 
"Given that the trial [court] was in the best position to assess the degree to which 
the jury may have been prejudiced by the outburst, [it] did not abuse [its] discretion 
in denying [the defendant's] mistrial motion."  Id. at 93, 470 S.E.2d at 105-06. 
 
Here, the trial court did not abuse its discretion in refusing to grant Singleton's 
mistrial motion.  Victim's display of emotion was significantly less than the level 
of emotion displayed in Anderson.  Unlike the witness in Anderson, Victim did not 
directly address Singleton or comment on the alleged crime; instead, Victim began 
crying, and the victim's advocate escorted her out of the courtroom.  While the 
record indicates that Victim's crying was audible, the trial court stated that it 
"would not characterize [Victim's display of emotion] as an outburst."  Like the 
incident in Anderson, the trial court explained that the incident was "minimal."  
The trial court was in the best position to assess whether Victim's display of 
emotion warranted a mistrial; it did not abuse its discretion in denying Singleton's 
mistrial motion.  Therefore, we affirm as to this issue.    
 
III. Third-Party Guilt Jury Instruction  
 
Singleton asserts that the trial court erred in failing to instruct the jury on 
third-party guilt because the parties presented sufficient evidence to warrant the 
instruction.  We disagree.  
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"[T]he trial court is required to charge only the current and correct law of South 
Carolina."  State v. Marin, 415 S.C. 475, 482, 783 S.E.2d 808, 812 (2016) 
(alteration in original) (quoting State v. Brandt, 393 S.C. 526, 549, 713 S.E.2d 591, 
603 (2011)).  "[T]o warrant reversal, a trial [court]'s refusal to give a requested jury 
charge must be both erroneous and prejudicial to the defendant."  Id. (quoting 
Brandt, 393 S.C. at 550, 713 S.E.2d at 603).   
 
"[E]vidence of third-party guilt that only tends to raise a conjectural inference that 
the third party, rather than the defendant, committed the crime should be 
excluded."  State v. Cope, 405 S.C. 317, 341, 748 S.E.2d 194, 206 (2013) (citing 
State v. Gregory, 198 S.C. 98, 105, 16 S.E.2d 532, 534 (1941)).  "[T]o be 
admissible, evidence of third-party guilt must be 'limited to such facts as are 
inconsistent with [the defendant's] own guilt, and to such facts as raise a reasonable 
inference or presumption as to his own innocence.'"  Id. (second alteration in 
original) (quoting Gregory, 198 S.C. at 104, 16 S.E.2d at 534). 
 
The trial court did not abuse its discretion in refusing to instruct the jury on third-
party guilt.  Singleton relies on evidence that others had sexual intercourse with 
Victim, but that evidence is not a fact that is inconsistent with Singleton's guilt or 
raises a reasonable inference or presumption as to his innocence.  Even if Singleton 
was not the father of Victim's unborn child, evidence that someone else 
impregnated Victim would not preclude Singleton from being guilty of first-degree 
criminal sexual conduct with a minor; Singleton could have also had sexual 
intercourse with Victim without impregnating her.  Therefore, we affirm as to this 
issue.   
 
CONCLUSION 
 
In short, the contested photograph did not prejudice Singleton, and the trial court 
did not abuse its discretion in denying Singleton's mistrial motion or refusing to 
instruct the jury on third-party guilt.  Accordingly, Singleton's conviction is 
 
AFFIRMED. 
 
HEWITT and VINSON, JJ., concur. 
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