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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS
) THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE )
) 2002-GS-23-6529
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) B
Nathaniel Glenn, ) T
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THIS MATTER is before the Court on Defendant’s motion for a new trial. Defendant’s motion

is made pursuant to Rule 60 of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure. This Court finds

 that a motion made pursuant to Rule 60 is not the appropriate avenue for appeal as it applies to

civil cases. The Defendant argues that evidence admitted at trial waS tainted and that he should
be granted a new trial pursuant to Rule 29 of the South Carolina Rules of Criminal Procedure.
However, Rule 29 provides a basis for a new trial only when dispositive evidence has been
discovered after a trial. The evidence in question in this case was admitted at trial. Further,

Defendant has also previously filed two applications for Post-Conviction Relief which have been

denied by Judges Welmaker and i{ill.—
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