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Lo ARREST WARRANT STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) v M(T/,D/ﬂ, S pproved by__
9(;2;14{’(%042 qumyl L'__JlMumcupality of ) ) AFFIDAVIT é‘géiséfam :
T TR Br8-97_4‘2‘9 !ngngton )

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA Personally appeared before me the _affiant Sgt. J. D. Sanders who

ECounty/ DMunicipality of being duly sworn deposes and says that defendant Stanley Golson ]
" Lexington did within this county and state on __October 22, 1992 violate the criminal laws of the

State of South Carolina (or ordinance ofDCounty/ DMunlcipality of )

THE STATE in the following particulars:
against

Stanley Golson

1523 Holmes Street

West Columbia, SC 29169
Phone: SSN:

Sex: M_ Race: 1_3_ Hw:Weight: _IQL
DL State: SC DL#: :

pos: [ agency omi: SC0320500
Prosecuting Agency: West Columbia Police Dept.{
Prosecuting Officer: __Sgt. J. D. Sanders i .
offense: _Distribution of Crack/Cocaine within
Proximity of Schagknse Code:
Code/Ordinance Sec.

Address:

This warrant is CERTIFIED FOR SERVICE in the
DCounty/ DMunicipality of

. The accused
Is to be arrested and' brought before me to be
dealt with according to law.

. (L.S.)
Signature of Judge
Date:
RETURN
A copy of this arrest warrant zsas d{alivered to
defendant ___ 2 A IRQW
on A =S4

SN NI R

Signature of Constable/Law Enforce#ﬂtent"éﬁféer

RET, RRANT TO:
é?ftfés RUTLAND, Magistrs
District Six, Lexington Count
650 Knox Abbott Drive g '

Caycee, 8, C. 29033 A

“hone 796~710Q

ECounty/ DMum’clpality of )
Lexington )

TO ANY LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER OF THIS STATE OR MUNICIPAL,

on___October 22, 1892
did violate the criminal laws of the State of South Carolina (or ordinance of
DCounty/ DMunicipah‘ty of
DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE:

Now, therefore, you are empowered and directed o arrest the said defendant ang
me forthwith to be _de

defendgdny at the timg

DESCRIPTION OF oFFeNse: DISTRIBUTION OF CRACK/COCAINE WITHIN
PROXIMITY OF SCHOOL

1 further state that there is probable cause to believe that the defendant

the crime set forth and that probable cause is based on the following facts:

In that on or about October 22, 1992, while in the Happy Town are

in Lexington County, S. C. and within a one-half mile radius of Northsid

named above did commit

Substance, to an agent for the West Columbia Police Departmen
capacity. This being in violation of the South Carolina Code of L
The foregoing is based on an investigation by the West Columbia P

Sworn &nd s bsc#tgbefore me LQ X\m&om
on NS¢ i -

)
) Signature of @ﬁant
o ) Affiant's Address
(Lsy)) -

7gnature of Issuing Jhdge

1053 Center Street

West Columbia, S. C. 29169
794-0721

Affiant's Telephone

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
ARREST WARRANT

ITY OR ANY CONSTABLE OF THIS COUNTY:
affidavit  that  there are  reasonable grounds to
defendant __ Stanley Golson

it appearing from the above

believe  that

) as set forth below:

DISTRIBUTION OF CRACK/COCAINE WITHIN
PROXIMITY OF SCHOOL

bring him or her before
alt ‘with according to law. A copy of this Arrest Warrant shal! be delivered to the

execution, or as soon thereafter as Is practicable.
) Judge's Address

y )
Signature of Is ni Jud
Judge Code:

(L.s.))
)} Judge’s Telephone

Issuing Court; %Maglstrate D Municipal D Circuit

ORIGINAL A




[

- ARREST WARRANT

-

92"—!51010422 D 6 9 7 4 2 9

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

) :C’ounty/ DMunicipaIity of

Lexington

THE STATE
against

Stanley Golson
Address: 1523 Holmes Street
West Columbia, SC 29169

Phone: SSN:

Sex: M Race:lg_ Haight- 600 Weight:&_
DL State: SC DL#:“
DOB: L Agency ORI#: S8C0320500
* Prosecuting Agency: _West Columbia Police Dept.
Prosecuting Officer: _Sgt. J. D. Sanders
Offense: Distribution of Crack/Cocaine within
Proximity of Sche®knse Code:

Code/Ordinance Sec.

This warrant is CERTIFIED FOR SERVICE in the
I:lCounty/ I:lMunicipaIity of
The accused

is to be arrested and brought before me to be
dealt with according to law.

‘ (L.S))
| Signature of Judge
Date:
RETURN
A copy of this arrest warrant was delivered to
 defendant __ O\ AAVROD
| S =SERN

Kﬁyb AN (S_bd\

} Signature of Constable/Law Enforcement OffGer
|
|

RETgWAER%N& '}EAND u
District Six, Le agzs?ﬁ“ﬁﬁ:ﬁ

Xington Co
650 Knox Abbott Drive Unty

| ;8)’ce S. C. 29033
% hone 796.7100

BT '

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ‘ﬁ‘/lﬂ / o/ S Adtamay Ganeral

S AFFIDAVIT July 26, 1890 . ,
X |County/ DMummpaIlty of ) SCCA 518

Lexington ) .
Personally appeared before me the affiant Sgt. J. D. Sanders who
being duly sworn deposes and says that defendant Stanley Golson

did within this county and state on October 22, 1992 violate the criminal laws of the
State of South Carolina (or ordinance  of DCounty/ DMunicipaIity of =)

in the following particulars:

DESCRIPTION OF OFFense. DISTRIBUTION OF CRACK/COCAINE WITHIN
PROXIMITY OF SCHOOL

| . further state that there is probable cause to believe that the defendant named above did commit
the crime set forth and that probable cause is based on the following facts:

In that on or about October 22, 1992, while in the Happy Town area of West Columbia
in Lexington County, S. C. and within a one-half mile radius of Northside Middle School,
one Stanley Golson did distribute a quantity of Crack/Cocaine, a Schedul ontrolled
Substance, to an ag_nt for the West Columbia Police Department actlng unde over
capacity. This being in violation of the South Carolina Code of Laws ¢f «L
The foregomg is based on an investigation by the West Columbia Police

Sworn tQ.and sybscribed before me )

on N\ & - r’%bé ) Signature of Bfiant é"t T
K Q ) Affiant’s Address 1053 Center S  E)

(L.S.)) West COIUW{YS C 2 169

7’gnature of Issuing Judge Affiant’s Telephone 794-0721

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )

K Jcountyr [ IMunicipaiity of ) ARREST WARRANT

Lexington )

TO ANY LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER OF THIS STATE OR MUNICIPALITY OR ANY CONSTABLE OF THIS COUNTY:
It appearing from the above affidavit that there are reasonable grounds to  believe that

on__QOctober 22, 1992 defendant ___Stanley Golson
did violate the criminal laws of the State of South Carolina (or ordinance of
DCounty/ DMunlapahty of ) as set forth below:

DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE: DISTRIBUTION OF CRACK/COCAINE WITHIN

PROXIMITY OF SCHOOL
Now, therefore, you are empowered and directed to arrest the said defendant and bring him or her before
me forthwith to be . with according to law. A copy of this Arrest Warrant shall be delivered to the

defendAdn) at the tim bxecution, or as soon thereafter as is practicable.
) Judge’s Address
v (L.S.))
Signature of Issying Jud ) Judge’s Telephone
Judge Code:_\j/_&‘{gf5 Issuing Court: %Magistrate D Municipal D Circuit
ORIGINAL A
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" .+ . ARREST WARRANT

G 21‘6*
92-000422

D- 637432

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

E County/ D Mummpahty of

Lexington

THE STATE
against

‘ Stanlev"Golson
Address: 1523 Holmes Street
West Columbia, SC 29169

Phone: . SSN:

sexM__ Race:B__ ﬂ_ Weight:190
DL State:SC - pL#:

DOB: -—_ Agency ORI#:5C0320500
Prosecuting Agency: West Columbig Police Dept,

Prosecuting Officer: _8gt. J. D, Sanders
offense: Distribution of Crack/Cocaine

Offense Code:

Code/Ordinance Sec.

This warrant is CERTIFIED FOR SERVICE in the
I:ICounty/ DMunicipaIity of
The accused

is to be arrested and brought before me to be
dealt with according to law.

(L.S.)

. Signature of Judge
Date: ‘

RETURN

A copy of thls arrest rrant as delwered to
defendant /al,/ S8 L5~

on "5 VB/) P

Signatureﬂ/Ct;nstable/Law Enforcement Officer

RETURN WARRANT TO:

BRUCE RUTLAND, Magh t e
District Six, Lexington County
650 Knox Abbectt Drive

Cayce, S. C. 25033

Phnne 706.7100

;ﬁf, Ll o ‘
ﬁf’ V ’ \6 (./ 10[ O / Form Approved by

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA S.C. Attorney General

FCounty/ DMunlmpaIlty of ) AFFIDAVIT : ‘éuchclzies'sz?go
exington )

Personally appeared before me the affiant Sgt. 4. D. Sanders
being duly sworn deboses and says that defendant Stanley Golson
did within this county and state on October 22, 1992 violate the criminal laws of the
State of South Carolina (or ordinance of DCounty/ DMunicipality of )
in the following particulars: T

DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE:DISTRIBUTION OF CRACK COCAINE

who

I further state that there is probable cause to believe that the defendant named above did commit
the crime set forth and that probable cause is 'based on the. following- facts:

In that on or about October 22, 1992 while in the Happy Town area of West Columbia
in Lexington County, S. C., one Stanley Golson did distribute a quantity of Crack/Cocaine,
a Schedule II Controlled Substance, to an agent for the West Columbia Police Department

acting in an undercover capacity. This being in violation of the South Carolin ode of
Laws of 1976, as amended. The foregoing is based on an 1nvest1gat10n by the Wet umbia

Police Department w /
: G~ 4%
. : . d
Sworn to gpd sybscribed efore me
on 051 = ?

)

) Signature of Affia
) Affiant’s Address
)

West ("nlumhm SEC 26169

: (L.S)
Sfgnature of Issuing*Judge Affiant’s Telephone 794-0721 o
IR
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
E Dcountyr [ IMunicipatity of ) ARREST WARRANT
Lexington )

TO ANY LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER OF THIS STATE OR MUNICIPALITY OR ANY CONSTABLE OF THIS COUNTY:

it appearing from - the above affidavit that there are reasonable grounds to believe that
on _Cctober 22, 1992 defendant Stanley Golson
did violate the criminal laws of the State of South Carolina (or ordinance of
l___lCounty/ DMunicipaIity of
DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE:

) as set forth below:

DISTRIBUTION OF CRACK COCAINE

Now, therefore, you are empowered and directed to arrest the said defendant and bring him or her before
me forthwith to be dealt with according to law. A copy of this Arrest Warrant shall be delivered to the
defendarm at the tiry 5 execution, or as soon thereafter as is practicable.

) Judge’s Address
ngstrate I:] Municipal I:] Circuit

(L.S))
€ \
Signature of Issying Jugge ) Judge’s Telephone
Judge Code: Issuing Court:

ORIGINAL A




G-19%
52-000422 .

*7 .+ . ARREST WARRANT

D- 637434

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

’ County/ DMunicipality of
THE STATE
against

Stanley Golson
Address: _1523 Holmes Street
____ West Columbia, SC 29169
Phone: SSN:

SexM_ Race:B__ Height: Weight: 190
DL State: SC___ DL#

DOB: -___ Agency ORI SC0320500

Prosecuting Agency: West Columbia Police Dept.
Prosecuting Officer: _Sgt. J. D. Sanders

Offense: Distribution of Crack/Cocaine within
Proximity of Schogkense code:

Code/Ordinance Sec.

This warrant is CERTIFIED FOR SERVICE in the
l:lCountyl DMunicipaIity of
The accused

is to be arrested and brought before me to be
dealt with according to law.

(L.S)
Signature of Judge .

Date:

RETURN
A copy of this arrgst wggrant was delivered to

defendant 57:/2:/ ) 63/<0+
on ‘/’32 ‘D ?, 7 i

éignaturez%Constable/Law Enforcement Officer

FETURRUCE RUTLAND, Magistrete
District Six, Lexingion County
650 Knox Abbott Drive
"Cayce, S. C. 29033
Phone 7967101 .

v Y P/{?f

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) B e oY rel
E]County/ I:IMunicibaIity of ) AFFIDAVIT élg)(l:ieésaggo
Lexington )

Personally appeared before me the affiant Sgt. J. D. Sanders who

being duly sworn deposes and says that defendant Stanley Golson
did within this county and state on _October 22, 1992 violate the criminal laws of the

State of South Carolina (or ordinance ofDCounty/ DMunicipaIity of )
in the following particulars:

DESCRIPTION OF oFreNnsk: DISTRIBUTION OF CRACK/COCAINE WITHIN
PROXIMITY OF SCHOOL

| further state that there is probable cause to believe that the
the crime set forth and that probable cause is based on the following facts:

In that on or about October 22, 1992, while in the Happy Town area of West Columbia
in Lexington County, S. C., and within a one-half mile radius of Northside Middle School,
one Stanley Golson did distribute a quantity of Crack/Cocaine, a Schedule¢ll Controlled
Substance, to an agent for the West Columbia Police Department acting j undercover
capacity. This being in violation of the South Carolina Code of Laws of 6, as ended.
The foregoing is based on an investigation by the West Columbia Pohce 'tm gﬁ

T;\Q
Signature oféflant
g

Affiant’s Address 1053 C

defendant named above did commit

Sworn tg and ubscz';)ed before me
on —f -

~— e e e

(L.S.) West Co'lumtpé,}s C 29169
Sighature of Issuing Jidge Affiant’s Telephone 794-0721 A4 ¢
2%
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
I}]County/ DMunicipaIity of ) ARREST WARRANT
Lexington )

TO ANY LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER OF THIS STATE OR MUNICIPALITY OR ANY CONSTABLE OF THIS COUNTY:

It appearing from the above affidavit that there are

on __QOctober 22, 1992 defendant __Stanley Golson
did violate the criminal laws of the State of South Carolina (or ordinance of
DCounty/ DMunicipality of
DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE:

reasonable grounds to believe that

) as set forth below:

DISTRIBUTION OF CRACK/COCAINE WITHIN
PROXIMITY OF SCHOOL :
Now, therefore, you are empowered and directed to arrest the said defendant and bring him or her before
me forthwith to be with according to law. A copy of this Arrest Warrant shall be delivered to the
defenday dxecution, or as soon thereafter as is practicable.

/ ) Judge’s Address

{ \ (L.S.))
Signature of Issui %Ju ge ) Judge’s Telephone ; .
Judge Code: A ’ issuing Court: % Magistrate D Municipal D Circuit
ORIGINAL A



‘ ARREST WARRANT
G-49

S oiz D- 697438

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

@/Cognty/ DMunicipality of

exington

THE STATE
against

Stanley Golson
1523 Holmes Street
West Columbia, SC 29168

Phone: SSN:

Address:

DOB:

Prosecuting Agency:
Prosecuting Officer: __ S&t. J. D. Sanders
Offense: _ CRIMINAL CONSPIRACY

Offense Code:

Sex: "1 Race: A Hiﬂ:Weight: _.IL
DL Sta_ SC b

Code/Ordinance Sec.

This warrant is CERTIFIED FOR SERVICE in the
I:]County/ DMunicipality of

. The accused
is to be arrested and brought before me to be
dealt with according to law.

(L.S.)
Signature of Judge
Date:
RETURN
A copy of this arrest warrant was delivered to
defendant AA Ho\so)

~on K 3 .
FRDJM \SJ-@)Q

Signature of Constable/Law Enforc?a\ment Officer

RETURN WARRANT TO:

) BRUCE RUTLAND, Mapistmity
District Six, Lexingion County

650 Knox Abbatt Dilve
Cayce, S. C. 29035
Phone 79A. 7140

Agency ORI#: SCO320500
West Columbia Police Dept.

v P10l

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) S Ateon Govera

ECounty/ I:IMunicipaIity of ) AFFIDAVIT élé)c’:ieé::go
Lexington )

Personally appeared before me the affiant S'gt‘ J. D. Sanders who

being duly sworn deposes and says that defendant Stanley Golson

did within this county and state on October 22, 1992 violate the criminal laws of the
State of South Carolina (or ordinance ofDCountyl DMunicipaIity of )
in the following particulars:

DESCRIPTION OF oFfeNse: CRIMINAL CONSPIRACY

| further state that there is probable cause to believe that the defendant named above did commit

the crime set forth and that probable cause is based on the following facts:

In that on or about October 22, 1992, one Stanley Golson did conspire, combine and agree
with John Paul (LNU) to distribute a quantity of Crack/Cocaine, a Schedule I Controlled
Substance, to an agent for the West Columbia Police Department acting in an undercover
capacity. This violation took place in the Happy Towrn ared 6f West Coluinbis in Lexington
“b‘iih“f]iz:,"" S. C. This being in violation of the South Carolina Code of Laws of 1976, as

amended. The foregoing is based on an investigation by the West Columbia Police
Department.

\& %m\@slm

1053 Center Street s
West Columbia, S. C. 291645 /S

{

7940721 P s/ v

Sworn to_and subscij e%before me )
on g "r ‘(t; ) Signature of Affiant
/\\ O ) Affiant's Address
(L.S.))

Sigiature of Issuing JY¥dge

Affiant’s Telephone

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) N

[X]countyr [Imunicipaity of ) ARREST WARRANT )

Lexington ) i

TO ANY LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER OF THIS STATE OR MUNICIPALITY OR ANY CONSTAé%E,
it appearing from the above affidavit  that  there are

reasonable (s naé
on__October 22, 1992 defondant ___Stanley Golson ?‘)
did violate the criminal laws of the State of South Carolina (or ardinance of // 3
DCounty/ DMunicipality of
DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE:

Lelieve that

) as set forth below:

CRIMINAL CONSPIRACY

Now, therefore, you are empowered and directed to arrest the said defendant and bring him or her before
me forfRwith to be dealt with according to law. A copy of this Arrest Warrant shall be delivered to the

nt) at the time/OF Tts, execution, or as soon thereafter as is practicable.
} Judge's Address

(L.S.))
Siinature of Isguing J }ige ) Judge’s Telephone £,
Judge Code: ; (’:f ‘ Issuing Court: Z' Magistrate D Municipal [__—l Circuit
ORIGINAL A
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FORM 6  (12/87)

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) INDICTMENT FOR UNLAWFUL DRUGS

: ) DISTRIBUTION OF CRACK COCAINE
COUNTY OF_LEXINGTON ) :

At a Court of General Sessions, convened on June 14, 1993

bl

the Grand Jurors of Lexington County present upon their oath:

COUNT ONE — POSSESSION

That did in

County

on or about \ , knowi'ngly and intentionally possess a quantity

of ,» a controlled substance under

provisions of §§ 44-53-110, et. seq., Code of Laws of South (na (1976), as amended, such posses-

sion not having been authorized by law.

COUNT TWO — POSSESSION WITH INTENT TO DISTRIBUTE

That did in County on

or about , possess with intent to distribute a quantity of

, a controlled substance

under provisions of §§ 44-53-110, er. seq., Code of Laws of South ina (1976), as amended,

such possession not having been authorized by law.

COUNT THREE — DISTRIBUTION

" That STANLEY GQLSON ' didin ___ Lexington  County
' . o agent of the South Carolina
on or about _October -3, 1992 , distribute to one Law Enforcement Division
- a quantity of crack cocaine , a controlled substance

under provisions §§ 44-53-110, er. seq., Code of Laws of South Carolina (1976), as amended, such

distribution not having been authorized by law.
e 7

Against the peace and dignity of ilﬁﬁ State, andgéfxt'rary to the statute in such case made and
:' s ° S Y\
provided. “




FORM 6 (12/87)

-

~

) e "v"“\
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) INDICTMENT FOR UNLAWFUL DRUGS
. ) DISTRIBUTION OF CRACK COCAINE
g COUNTY OF__LEXINGTON ) ,
i/
g At a Court of General Sessions, convened on June 14, 1993 ‘ ,
the Grand Jurors of Lexington County present upon their oath:

COUNT ONE — POSSESSION

/__‘L\ did in ' County
on or about , knowingly and intentionally possess a quantity

, a controlled substance under

of

ended, such posses-

5

That _ ' 7 did in County on

prdvisions of §§ 44-53-110, et. seq., Code of Laws of South Carolina (1976),

sion not having been authorized by law.

COUNT TWO — POSSESSION WITH INTENT TO DISTRIBUTE

or about A , possess with intent to distribute a quantity of -

, a controlled substance

under provisions of §§ 44-53-110, et. seq., Code of Laws of South Carolina (1976), as amended,

such possession. not having been authorized by law.

COUNT THREE — DISTRIBUTION

" That STANLEY GOLSON. did in ___Lexington County
' . : agent of the West Columbia
on or about __October 22, 1992 . distribute to one ._Police Department
- a quantity of crack cocaine : , a controlled substance

* under provisions §§ 44-53-110, et. seq., Code of Laws of South Carolina (1976), as afnended, such

distribution not having been authorized by }.a_,/w.‘ﬂ

Against the peace and di_gnityfpf_?ttﬁé S_téte,“;ana;"c-omrary to the statute in such case made and
.. i [ S P - b
PR S

provided. :{:' 7

M
i~
.
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-'..“,‘ E 5 ) TTTROD uu'\JA’-
WITNESSES ‘ The State of South Carolinag,

i ‘ : County of LEXINGTON

COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

Sanders, WCPD .
} June TERM _1993

. ‘ : THE STATE
;

ARREST WARRANT NO. _ D-697427

35 STANLEY GOLSON 4

(POt Ot 45 &
ACTION OF GRAND JURY 1\ i L ez et R
FRUEVBILT o it lnats 25 4

7\\1“\»&36.\/4? | _ CDR #112

Foreman of g;(}nd% G —r7- 73

Indictment for

Unlawful Drugs
DISTRIBUTION OF CRACK COCAINE

YERDICT

Foreman of Petit Jury Date: Donald V. Myers, Solicitor



DAVID M. BEASLEY
Governor

ROBERT M. STEWART *
Chief

DECEMBER 5, 1995

MR. STANLEY GOLSON, #200479
LAKE MONTICELLO - 175

4460 BROAD RIVER ROAD
COLUMBIA, SC 29210

DEAR MR. GOLSON:

WE HAVE RESEARCHED YOUR FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUEST AND CAN FIND NO
SLED FILE CONCERNING YOUR ARREST IN 1993, I WOULD SUGGEST THAT YOU MAY WANT TO
CONTACT THE ARRESTING AGENCY. ' )

IF YOU BAVE ANY QUESTIONS, FEEL FREE TO CONTACT ME AT 896-7013.. PLEASE
STATE THAT YOU ARE INQUIRING ABOUT FOI LETTER #95-1361.

SINCERELY,

MICHAEL J. BROWN, LIEUTENANT
SUPERVISQRY SPECIAL AGENT
FOIA COORDINATOR

MJIB/ucep ' 5
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—== Hofer v. St. Clair, 298 $.C. 503, 381 S.E.2d

736 (1989). In an action at law, on appeal of
a case tried without a jury, we may not
disturb the trial judge's findings of fact un-
less those findings are “wholly unsupported
by the evidence or controlled by an errone-

-’ ous econception or application of the law.”

Maddux Supply Co. v. Safhi, Inc., 316 S.C.
404, 406, 450 S.E.2d 101, 102 (Ct.App.1994).

‘Insofar as Langford argues that the
court’s findings of fact are without evidentia-
ry support, her appeal is manifestly without
merit.

Prior to March 1995, Langford lived with
her mother. When Langford and her moth-
er would argue, Langford would sometimes
leave her mother's house and stay elsewhere
for a few days. In fact, beginning in 1994
and continuing through the months leading
to the accident, Langford occasionally stayed
with her grandmother after leaving her
mother’s house.

Langford’s grandmother claimed these vis-
its were sporadic, unpredictable, and often
unannounced, and the stays never lasted
more, than three consecutive nights. Lang-
ford’s grandmother testified Langford never
received a key to the house, paid rent,
cooked, cleaned, washed laundry or helped
maintain anything in the house.

Langford testified she lived at her grand-
mother’s house at the time of the accident
and had been living there since March 1995.
Other witnesses for Langford testified that
Langford kept her television set, radio and
clothes at her grandmother’s house.

In April 1995, a few months before the
accident, Langford applied for a state identi-
fication card and listed her address as her
mother’s address. In May 1995, Langford
applied for subsidized housing and gave her
mother’s address and telephone number as

2. The policy language at issue is not identical to

the policy language in Buddin. There the-policy -

extended coverage to relatives of the policyhold-
er, or his spouse, if the relative was a ‘'resident
of the same household.” Buddin, 250 S.C. at
334, 157 S.E.2d at 635. Here, the policy pro-
vides for coverage, under certain conditions, for
relatives “living with” the insured. Because
both sides, as well as the trial court, assume that
Buddin provides the governing standard, we will
proceed, for purposes of this case, under the

nonrunimis, £a dDLKILD

hers. She received her welfare benefits at
her mother's address. :

On the day of the accident Langford's
mother told representatives of the hospital
that Langford lived with her. Langford's
mother also informed the funeral home and
the Department of Health and Environmen-
tal Control that Langford’s address was her
address. When Langford was released.from
the hospital, she went to her mother’s house
rather than her grandmother’s house.

{6] Langford argues that, by requiring
her to show that she had taken up permanent
residence with her grandmother, the court
misapplied the standard articulated in Bud-
din v. Nationwide Mutual Insurance Com-
pany, 250 S.C. 332, 157 S.E.2d 633 (1967).

[7] Buddin involved an'.aecident caused
by a college student driving his uninsured
vehicle. The insurer for the injured parties
sought to recoup its losses in an action
against the tortfeasor on the theory that he
was a resident 6f his uncle’s household and
was therefore covered under the uncle’s in-
surance policy: A “resident of the same
household,” the supreme court held, “is one,
other than a temporary or transient visitor,
who lives together with others in the same
house for a period of some duration, although
he may not intend to remain there perma-
nently.” Id. at 349, 157 S.E.2d at 636 (quot-
ing Hardware Mut. Cas. Co. v. Home Indem.
Co.,, 241 Cal.App.2d 303, 50 Cal.Rptr. 508
(1966)).2 Obviously, then, a person may be a
resident relative for insurance purposes even
though he does not have an intent to perma-
nently reside with the insured.

Langford argues the trial court applied the
wrong standard and specifically erred (1) in
making a finding that focused on her lack of
“intent .to reside permanently at her grand-

assumption that the difference, if any, between
"“resident” and “living with” is of no moment.
See Bartlett v. Nationwide Mut. Fire Ins. Co., 290
S.C. 154, 348 S.E.2d 530 (Ct.App.1986) (holding
that trial court’s ruling on an issue was the law
of the case wherc appellant failed to take excep-
tion to it both before the trial court and on
appeal) overruled on other grounds by Charleston
County Sch. Dist. v. Stare Budget and Control Bd.,
313 8.C. 1,437 S.E.2d 6 (1993).

Cite as 500 S.E.2d 499 (S.C.App. 1998) .

mother’s”; (2) in asking Langford’s grand-
mother whether Langford had ever “ﬁve'd
with [her] on a permanent basis?” and (3) in
concluding that Langford's visits to her
grandmother's house were not “proof of any.
settled intent to remain.”

Even though the court emphasized that
Langford’s residential status was not perma-
nent, the court’s ultimate finding that Lang-
ford was not a resident relative of her
grandmother’s house was not “manifestly in-
fluenced or controlled by an error of law.”
After all, in concluding that Langford and
Semaj “were transient visitors in grand-
mother’s home, and did not live there,” t1.1e
court was faithful to the language in Buddin
describing a “resident” as someone, “other
than a temporary or transient visitor,” who
lives with another in the same house for
some period of time. See Buddin, 250 S.C.
at 339, 167 S.E.2d at 636. Furthermore, the
trial judge saw and heard the witnesses ap.d
was in a better position to evaluate their

credibility. Cherry v. Thomasson, 276 S.C.

524, 280 S.E.2d 541 (1981). .

Because we believe that, even setting aside
the question of permanency, the rec.:ord am-
ply supports the court’s conclusion th?t
Langford was a transient visitor and thus did
not live with her grandmother for purposes
of satisfying the Buddin test, we hold that
the court’s decision was not controlled by an

error of law.

[8-10] For these same reasons, we reject
Langford’s argument that the trial.court
should have construed the language in th.e

. policy broadly enough to find coverage. Itis
true that clauses of inclusion in a policy f’f
insurance are to be broadly construed in
favor of coverage, and that where there are
doubts about the existence or extent of cov-
erage the language of the policy is -to b?,
“understood in its most inclusive sense.
Buddin, 250 S.C. at 337-38, 167 S.E2d at
635. We should not, however, torture the
meaning of policy language in order to ex-
tend or defeat coverage that was never In-
tended by the parties. Gambrell v. Travel-
ers Ins. Companies, 280 S.C. 69, 310 S.E.2d

814 (1983).

In our view, therefore, the trial court did

not exrr and we accordingly

AFFIRM.

»

GOOLSBY and HEARN, JJ., concur.
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The STATE, Respondent,
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Lorenzo Labell JONES and Melvin
Patrick Riles, Appellants.

No. 2838.
Court of Appeals of South Carolina.

Heard Jan. 6, 1998.
Decided May 4, 1998.
Rehearing Denied June 18, 1998.

Defendants were convicted in the Circuit
Court, Florence County, Mare H. Westbrook,
J., of trafficking in cocaine. Defendants ap-
pealed. The Court of Appeals, Howard, J.,
held that: (1) the search warrant affidavit
was insufficient to establish probable cause
without the affiant’s false statement that a
confidentjal informant was an “agent,” and
@) although truthful oral information may
substitute for false information in a search
warrant affidavit, it may not do so if the
affiant knowingly and intentionally, or reck-
lessly, provides false information in the initial
search warrant affidavit.

Reversed and remanded.

1. Searches and Seizures ¢112

. Affiant’s intentional use of word “agent,”
instead of “confidential informant,” was false
gtatement that was necessary to finding of
probable cause to search and, thus, search
warrant was® defective. US.C.A. Const.

Amend. 4.
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four opinions in Lilly Agarnered more than a
plurality, all nine Justices agreed the Con-
frontation Clause was violated when the un-
tested confession of a non-testifying accom-
plice was admitted against the defendant.

_ Because of the fractured nature of the
Supreme Court’s Lilly decision, and because
it is based largely on the federal hearsay
rules, we decline to adopt the reasoning of
the Lilly plurality. We simply conelude that
appellant suffered a paradigmatic Confronta-
tion Clanse violation. The use of an accom-
plice’s confession.“creates a special, and vital,
need for cross-examination.” Gray v. Mary-
land, 523 U.S. 185, 194-95, 118 S.Ct. 1151,
140 L.Ed.2d 294 (1998). The opportunity to
confront his accusers was denied appellant
when Bernard Holmes’ and Hemry Fuller’s
hearsay statements were admitted against
him.

[6,71 Moreover, Fuller’s statement in
this case was not saved by redacting divect
rveferences to appellant. The trial court
erred in permitting the redaction based on
the Bruton line of cases. See Bruton wv.
United States, 391 U.S. 123, 88 S.Ct. 1620, 20
L.Ed.2d 476 (1968). Redaction has come into
play as a tool to allow admission of a co-
defendant’s confession against the confessor
in a joint trial. The point of redaction is to
permit the confession to be used against the
non-testifying confessor, while avoiding imn-
plicating his co-defendants. See, e.g, Rich-
ardson. v. Marsh, 481 U.S. 200, 107 S.Ct.
1702, 95 L.Ed.2d 176 (1987) (redacted confes-
sion in joint trial), Gray v Maryland, 523
U.S. 185, 118 S.Ct. 1151, 140 L.Ed.2d 294
(1998) (same). Redaction may not be used as
a means to avoid the strictures of the hear-
say rules and the Confrontation Clause.

CONCLUSION

The hearsay statements at issue in this
case were not admissible under Rule
804(b)(3), SCRE as statements against inter-
est. Furthermore, their admission violated
appellant’s right to confront the witnesses
against him. Appellant’s convictions are RE-
VERSED.
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TOAL, C.J., WALLER, J., and Acting
Justice L. HENRY McKELLAR, coneyry,

PLEICONES, J., concurring in a se
opinion.

PLEICONES, Justice: .

I concur with the majority’s conclusiop,.

Dal'atg

that appellant’s convictions must be reverseq!

but write separately because I would analyzg
several of the issues differently.

In Part I, the majority concludes that the
trial court erred in allowing witness MeKin.
ney to testify to statements made to McKin.
ney by accomplice Hohr}es. The admission
of these hearsay statements, which implicat.
ed appellant in the crimes, violated appeld
lant’s confrontation clause rights, Lilly ,
Virginia, 627 U.S. 116, 119 S.Ct. 1887, 144
L.Ed.2d 117 (1999), and were not admissible
under Rule 804(b)(3), SCRE. Williamson 2
United States, 512 U.S. 594, 114 S.Ct. 2431,
129 L.Ed.2d 476 (1994); State v. Fuller, 337
8.C. 236, 523 S.E.2d 168 (1999). The State’s
argument that accomplice Holmes’ statement
should nonetheless be admitted because it i
corroborated by other evidence fundamental-
ly misveads Williamson and Fuller. These
opinions hold %hat the portion of an accom-
plice’s hearsay statement (even a confessioh
made to the police) which is “truly self-incul-
patory” may be admissible under Rule
804(b)(3) if (1) the state is proceeding under
a co-conspirator liability theory and (2) “the
statement was sufficiently against the declar-
ant’s penal interest such “that a reasonable
person in the declarant’s position would not
have made the statement unless believing it
to be true,” and this question can only be
answered in light of all the surrounding cir-
cumstances.” Here, the whole of accomplice
Holmes’ statement, not merely a “truly self-
inculpatory” portion, was admitted. Accom-
plice Holmes’ hearsay statement to witness
MeKinney is simply not the type of state-
ment which may be admissible under Rule

804(b)(3).

In Part II of the opinion, the majority
concludes that accomplice Fuller’s redacted
statement was inadmissible under Rule
804(b)(3). I agree, because as the majority
notes in footnote 8, Fuller's statement mini-
mized his role and shifted blame to appellant.

i

':.my view, Fuller’s “arguably inculpatory
tatements are too closely intertwined with
fist self-serving declarations to be ranked as
gstworthy” and consequently they cannot
¢ deerned reliable. Williamson, supra, 512
.S, at 608, 114 S.Ct. 2431 (Ginsburg, J,
oncurring). Thus, it too is not a “truly self-
iculpatory” statement of an accomplice
hich may be admissible under Rule
04(b)(3). Further, since Fuller’s redacted
iatement was not within any hearsay excep-
on, its admission violated appellant’s con-
‘ontation clause rights. Lilly v. Virginia,

JIn Part IT1, the majority appears to adopt
qule that in separate trials, an accomplice’s
ession, even if it meets Williamson’s
d Fuller’s Rule 804(b)(3) “truly self-incul-
atory” test, can never be admitted because
yd? so would violate the confrontation
quse. I disagree. In my opinion, an ac-
lmplice’s truly self-inculpatory confession,
ade under circumstances demonstrating it
s sufficiently against the declarant’s penal
t"erest, may be admissible without running
oul of the constitution. See Williamson
id Fuller. Further, other hearsay state-
-ments by an accomplice may be admissible in
he' defendant’s trial without violating the
nfrontation clause because they fall within
firmly rooted hearsay exception.! Cf,,

999)(admission of codefendant’s excited ut-
fance that defendant shot the victim did
1ot violate defendant’s confrontation clause
‘rights). My analysis therefore differs from
that part of the majority opinion which holds
dt the admission of an accomplice’s confes-
o’r'ilin a separate trial is a per se violation of

2 e ¢onfrontation clause.

T,

For the reasons given above, I concur in
e result reached here.

h'w I |
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;}\1,_. For example, admission of a statement pursu-
. ant the excited utterance exception found in Rule
803(2), SCRE, does not violate the confrontation

STATE v. JONES g
Citeas 536 S.E.2d 675 (S.C. 2000)

S.C. 675
342 S.C. '121.
The STATE, Petitioner,
V.

Lorenzo Labelle JONES and Melvin
Patrick Riles, Respondents.

No. 25188.
Supreme Court of South Carolina.

Heard June 6, 2000.
Decided Aug. 21, 2000.

Defendants were convicted in the Circuit
Court, Florence County, Mare H. Westbrook,
J., of trafficking cocaine, and they appealed.
The Court of Appeals, 331 S.C. 228, 500
S.E.2d 499, reversed and remanded. State
filed petition for writ of certiorari. The Su-
preme Court, P}_eicones, __g, thd_ nglfpi 1)
affidavit in support of search warrant, which
contained false information, namely identifi-
cation of informant as police officer, did not

tate v. Dennis, 337 8.C. 275, 523 S.E.2d 173 -

create probable cause for warﬁriti (2) affida-
vit falsely characterizing informant as police
officer was equivalent of not having affidavit
at all, when magistrate had to depend totally
on information provided orally by affiant to
determine informant’s credibility and wheth-
er probable cause existed; and (3) magistrate
did not have sufficient information about in-
formant's veracity to determine whether or
not there was probable cause to issue search
warrant.

Court of Appeals, affirmed.

1. Searches and Seizures €200

When reviewing a magistrate’s decision
to issue a search warrant, an appellate court
must consider the totality of the eircum-
stances. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 4; Const.
Art. 1, § 10.

2. Searches and Seizures ¢113.1, 201

Although great deference must be given
to a magistrate’s conclusions, a magistrate
may only issue a search. warrant upon a

clause. White v. Illinois, 502 U.S. 346, 112 S.Ct.
736, 116 L.Ed.2d 848 (1992).
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The indict_ment charging Mason contains the following language:

POSSESSION OF CRACK COCAINE

That TYRONE RODNEY MASON did in Aiken
County on or about February 8, 1999, possess a
quantity of -Crack Cocaine, a controlled substance
under provisions of §44-53-110, et, seq., Code of Laws
of South Carolina (1976), as amended, _such
possession not having been authorized by law.

The indictment does not include the element of knowing or intentional
possession of crack cocaine. In State v. Beam, 336 S.C. 45, 518 S.E.2d 297
(Ct. App. 1999), this court held that an indictment which failed to charge
knowledge of possession was sufficient because it referred to the specific code

section which charged the offense within the body of the indictment. “Despite -

Beam’s claim that the mens rea element was omitted from the indictment, . .
- the indictment was sufficient, particularly in light of the fact the statutory
aitations were included, thereby incorporating the knowledge element.” 1d. at

50-561, 618 S.E.2d at 300.

However the indictment in this case does not refer to section 44-53-370,
which states the knowledge element, but instead refers to section.44-53-110
which is the general definitional portion of the statute dnd contains no
reference to the requirement that possession of the substance must be
knowing or intentional. Accordingly, viewing the entire indictment with a
practical eye, we find it failed to include an essential element of the offense
and was insufficient to confer jurisdiction upon the circwit court. ‘Mason’s

conviction is

VACATED.

CONNOR,; ANDERSON, and STILWELL, JdJ., concur.
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