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PER CURIAM: Norman Stoudenmire appeals his conviction of murder, arguing
the trial court erred in holding his oral and written statements to officers while in
custody were freely and voluntarily given. We find that Stoudenmire's statements
were freely and voluntarily given and we affirm.
As to Stoudenmire's argument that physical contact by the officers during his
interrogation prevented his statements from being freely and voluntarily given, we
find that this issue was not preserved for appeal as it was not argued in his motion
to suppress his statement. See State v. Goodwin, 384 S.C. 588, 603, 683 S.E.2d
500, 508 (Ct. App. 2009) ("In order for an issue to be preserved for appellate
review, it must have been raised to and ruled upon by the trial court.").
As to Stoudenmire's argument that the officers intentionally kept his attorney from
him during the interrogation, we find that Stoudenmire was read his Miranda rights
and never invoked his right to silence or his right to counsel. He never stopped
talking during his interrogation and there was no indication that his interrogators
knew that Stoudenmire's attorney was in the building.
The appellate court in reviewing the trial court's ruling "does not reevaluate the
facts based on its own view of the preponderance of the evidence, but simply
determines whether the trial court's ruling is supported by any evidence." State v.
Saltz, 346 S.C. 114, 136, 551 S.E.2d 240, 252 (2001). None of the testimony
indicated that the officers intentionally kept the appellant's attorney from him.
Accordingly, we find that the trial court did not err in holding that Stoudenmire's
statements were freely and voluntarily given.
AFFIRMED.
HUFF, THOMAS, and GEATHERS, JJ., concur.

