From: Courtney Kinowski

To: Court Of Appeals Filings

Cc: awilson@scag.org; Benjamin A. Mack; Anna C. Outten; Stephanie Linder; rdudek@sccid.sc.gov;
wblitch@scag.gov; ccollins@scag.gov; dwhite@sccid.sc.gov; Burk, Adriane

Subject: State vs. Raheem Grant - Redactions for Notice of Appeals Packet

Date: Thursday, March 16, 2023 3:48:08 PM

Attachments: 20230316152843260.pdf

*** EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the organization. Please
exercise caution before clicking any links or opening attachments. ***

Good afternoon.

Please see the attached redacted Notice of Appeal packet in the matter of the State vs. Raheem
Grant as requested.

Thanks,

Courtney D. Kinowski
Paralegal
Charleston County Public Defender's Office

101 Meeting Street, 5% floor

Charleston, SC 29401
Phone: 843-958-1850
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

~Versus-

RAHEEM OQUENDAL GRANT,
Defendant.

) IN THE SOUTH CAROLINA Mar 10 2023

) COURT OF APPEALS
SC Court of Appeals
Indictment No(s).: 2020-GS-10-00108;

2020-GS-10-00107
Warrant No(s).: 2019A1010206380;
2019A1020100397

REQUEST FOR REPRESENTATION

)
)
)
)
)
)
;
) ON APPEAL
)

)

)

On behalf of the request of the above-named Defendant, to be represented by the

South Carolina Commission of Appellate Defense, the undersigned attorney would show

unto this Honorable Court that:

1. He is the attorney for the defendant-appellant in the above captioned case. The
defendant-appellant was placed in custody immediately following conviction and
sentence and was not available to personally sign this Request.

2. The defendant-appellant was represented by the Charleston County Public
Defender's Office as an indigent, pursuant to the Defense of Indigent Act.

3. The defendant-appellant has been informed that he may request assistance from the
South Carolina Commission of Appellate Defense in perfecting his appeal.

4, A timely Notice of Appeal has been filed on the defendant's appellant behalf.

5. The defendant-appellant has been informed that nothing requires that office to
pursue this appeal unless that office's Chief Attorney is satisfied that there is
arguable merit to this appeal and that he cannot afford to hire an attorney.

At this time, the defendant-appellant requests the aid of the South Carolina

Commission of Appellate Defense in perfecting his appeal to the South Carolina Court of

Appeals.

Charleston, South Carolina

Dated: qlm(atf\_ at ,2023.

Pod)

Bedjariiin A, Mack

Assistant Public Defender
Charleston County Public Defender






STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
)  VERIFICATION

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON )

Personally appeared before me the above-signed attomey, who being first duly
sworn, deposes and says that he has read the foregoing Request for Representation on
Appeal and knows the allegations contained therein are true, except as to those which may

be alleged to be upon information and belief and as to those she believes them to be true.

SWORN to and subscribed before me

tis A day of MMV L2023,

( bwdee L. s>l

NOYARY PUBLIC FOR SOUTH CAROLINA

My Commission Expires: \Zl | 2¢






APPELLATE DEFENSE CHECKLIST

The documents forwarded with this letter have had a check mark placed by them.
Documents not applicable to this case have been marked N/A. All other documents will be
forwarded at a later date.
_%___ 1. Copy of Appeal papers sent to 8.C. Court of Appeals
__ X 2. Copy of Warrants and accompanying Affidavits
__ X% 3. Copy of Indictments
_ %X 4. Copy of written Motions
5. Copy of written Request to Charge
__X___ 6. Copy of Defendant's Statement

7. Copy of Written Exhibits introduced at trial

_ X 8. Copy of Sentencing Sheet
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ARREST WARRANT
L .. . “ y - w< . .A B .
2019A1020100397
STATE OF S0UTH CARDUINA.
D Countyl - E Municipatty of
City of Charleston |
1518838 THE mw.hum
against

Rahesm Ogquendal Grant _
.
. ) :
Phone: | 55N I-\‘l
So¢ M Race: _B vene 311 Weight 140

DL State: ot S
DOB: Agency ORI &

Proseculing Agency:.  Charleston m Police Department
Prosequling Officer;  Anthony Gibson

Offensa:  Assault and Battery Ist Degree
Ofiehse Code:  J3412
Code/Ordinance Sec:  16-03-600(C)

Tris wamant.is  CERTIFIER FOR SERVICE in the
D County! D ::%EEA

i . The accysed
s «fo be anmesied and brought befors  ma 1o ba
dealt with acconding o lhe law. ,
.8
Bigrsaturs of Jusgs
Data:
- mm.:."wz
A copy of s n._.._N wamint was
dafendant
on Fir Al 1410

City of Charlesion Eca_rwa Court

120 Lockwood Boulevard

Charleston, SC 26403

STATE OF SOUTH CARDLINA ) Foom Acoreved by

EC. Aomey Ganersl
[[] County! [X] Municipaliy of ) AFFIDAVIT s
City of Charleston ) o
Personally appsamd befors ma the afiant  Anthaony Gibson E_.EO
being duly awom deposes end says thal defandant  Raheem Ogquendal Grant N
did within ihia counly and sals on  12/G7/2019 Viciate 1he cominal Gws ol .
State af Scuh Carolina (or ondaancs of |~ | County/ [X] MondraRy of City of Charleston )2
in tha following pattculars: =~
DESCRIPTIOH OF OFFENSE: Assault and Batiery 1st Degree DUL.D
. i
| further sials mal 1iher s pobable cause fo beleve that the  defandargfss ed  aboveGRRd  commit Wy
the cime set forth end thal probable cause s based on the fllowing faclsi oo ] % ]
See Attached Affidavit % m bnM.
" =
| SR | S DCCO L2sem
c ] e
D) oML © T 5 wFee
- " Tam &3
B m o
¢S OFFICCR IHITIALS
Pl M=y e
Signatura of Affant
STATE OF SCUTH CARGLIRA W amanrsageress 180 Lockwood Blvd
[ cowy  [X] MunicipaRlyof ) Charleston, SC 29403~
City of Charleston ) Aflants Teiephone  (843)720-2422

ARREST WARRANT

TO ANY LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFIGER OF THIS STATE OR MUNICIPALITY DR ANY CONSTASLE OF THIS COUNTY:

W eppouring fom the above afidavit lhat thers ame  reasonsble  giounds o bellave  that

on  12/07/2019 defandant  Raheem Oguendal Grant

dd ‘viclals the cfimial lws of the Stas of South Camilna {or orfinance of

] Gounty! [X] Musicpsityof  City of Charleston } s sat forth below:
DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE: Assault and Battery 15t Degree

Having found probable cause and the above affiant having swom before me, you ane empowered and directed Lo airest the sakd defeadand and dring him or
hies bafore me forthwith Io be dealt with sccording lo taw, A copy of this Ammest Wamant shak be delivered o the defendant at the ime of Ibs sxecution, of as
soon thereafler as [s praciicable

Swom 1a and subsciibed before ms ) noamza.
\/// 51) - ora®e pa 1A

[ o Jucge's Telephone B -
Hdﬁs W O w w Issuing Court D Mugisirals D\%ﬁg D Circult
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S Charleston Police Department
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA p

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON - - AFFIDAVIT
Personally appear before me, a magistrate of this county one, D¢t A Gkt

who first being duly sworn deposed and says that, Raheem Oquendat Grant, :

did within this county and state onthe  December 7%, 2019 violate the criminal laws of the State of South

Carolina in the following particular:

DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE .

Assault and Battery 1™ Degree
16-3-600 (C)
H

The affiant states there is probable cause to believe that the defendant named did commit the crime set forth
-and that such probable catisé is based on the follswing facts: R

 OnDecember 7th, 2019 around 2347 hours, while at 871 Riverland Dr, which is in the City and County of
Charleston, SC, the aforementioned defendant, Reheem Oquendal Grant, did knowingly, willingly, and
untawfully, violate South Carolina Code of Law 16-3-600 (C) Assault and Battery 1* Degree, to wit:

On December 7th 2019 at approximately 2258 hours, the Charleston Police Department responded fo 871
Riverland Dr (James Island County Park) in reference to & Carjacking in progress. As Officers were responding
dispatch advised that there was a male in the victim’s vehicle attempting to steal it with a two-week old baby in
the back seat. Charleston County Sheriff’s Office Deputy’s (CCSO) were working the Festival of Lights at this
jocation and also got dispatched to the call and arrived on scene first. CPD was notified by dispatch that CCSO
Depity Auer arrived on scene and the defendant, who was later identified as Reheem Oguendal Grant, was face
down on the ground being held down by the victim at which time the defendant was detained. §

The victim, Jorje Fuentes advised that he was sitting in the back seat of his vehicle (2013 Kia Optima
) changing his infants diaper, when the defendant entered
the driver seat. The defendant sat in the driver seat looked at Jorje and locked the doors. Jorje baby's mother,
April Ross was outside the vehicle and observed the defendant get in the driver seat. April Ross yelled at the
defendant to get out of the car then Jorje also told the defendant to get out of the car at which time the defendant
was looking at Jorje and said "this is my car” and locked the doors to the vehicle.
' DECS Lizan

+++*Continued on page 2*** : .

D ORIGINAL NeIC]TRe .S

SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED BEFORE ME m ICIR THITTLD
THIS G\ DAYOF De,c. 2019 ‘ AFFIANT .
180 Lockwood Bivd,
et ety e 8 £ S o ren e e e ootk ik st : Charleston,.5C.29403 ————

843-577-7434

VN -

SIGNATURE OF JUDGE \

COMPLAINT # 19-186
WARRANT # Jolamiopeiéona~ . .
INVESTIGATING OFFICER: Det. Galka ' CPD Form OT3

Rule 5 - Pg.8 of 90






Charleston Police Department

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON AFFIDAVIT

PAGE 2 of 2

The defendant proceeded to use the push to start button to start the car. At that time Jorje reached forward to
shut the car off and the defendant struck Jorje in the face with a closed fist multiple times causing minor
abrasions and Jorje’s glasses to break. -

At this point Jorje and the defendant got into a physical altercation in the vehicle as Jorje was attempting to
keep the defendant from shifting the vehicle into drive. As Jorje and the defendant were in a physical inside the
vehicle April opened the door from the exterior with her key at which time a concerned citizen came over and
assisted getting the defendant out of the vehicle. Jorje exited the vehicle and assisted the concerned citizen with
restraining the defendant as he was attempting to flee the scene. Jorje restrained the defendant until police

arrived and 'dctai_ned him.

Jorje identified the person who entered his car when he was inside as the male who Officers had detained,
who is the defendant. April also identified the person that Officers had detained as the individual who she

observed get into the driver seat of her car.

In a search incident to arrest the defendant was found to be in possession of a debit card that had the name
Raheern Grant on it. Officers ran this name through DMV and confirmed with his SC DMV photo that this was

in fact the same person as who was amested.

Based on the witness and victim identifying the defendant as the male that attempted to steal their car, and the:.
defendant punching the victim in the face multiple times during the commission of the vehicle thefl, this affiant
believes probable cause exists to charge the defendant with Assault and Battesy 1% Degree .
{16-3-600 (C)).

The above is frue and believable based on the investigation of Detective Galka and the Charleston Palice
Department,

L) origmyg
X0

THIS QA pavyor Dec. 200 ATFIANT -
180 Lockwood Blvd.
: Charleston, SC 29403
- < Nﬂ —843:577:7434
L) R
SIGNATURE OF JUDGE | - \ DECT Li2aei
COMPLAINT#  19-1863 . : NCIC.‘FEMKLS
WARRANT# otasescicys =0 OFFICER éﬁ‘(ii‘ﬁ.’.‘-

INVESTIGATING OFFICER: Det, Galka

Rule 5 - Pg.9 of 90





ARREST WARRANT STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) DEFENDANT ST tsioy doomrs
T —— : (K] coumyr [T Municipetty of ) AFFIDAVIT COPY o :
2019A1010206380 Charleston )
mqﬁmonmn:._:nrm.mw_zm - Personally appesred balors ma the afeni  Michnel P Galka y who
[x] Gounf [ Monetpelty heing duly swom dsgosas and says thel defendent  Raheom Oquendal Grant : =
Charieston ¢id wihin this counfy end sfale on orabout  12/7/2019 - ’ - Vol tha cimingl 1pwa of e
Stata of Soulh Carofing {or ordinanca af H Cauniyf D Municipailty of Charleston ﬁ
THE STATE In he loflowing pariculare: o
inst :
Raheem Oquendal Grant = DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE: Carjacking / Take ar aitempt n vebicle from persan by force without great bodily ham M..o
T "] _ i
“J ) furlsor wiste fhwi thera Iz - pobsbla cauze (o bollave thal vy
e S ssn QRGNS P cive sl fodh end lial peobebifensie is besed e, lioing £ o
Sex M  Racs: B Heht _5 11 Weight 135 22 25 %, - 83
DL State: LY TR . . ;N M
poB: Agency ORI SCO100100 Q 2
Frosecuting Agency:  Charleston City Police Department = M
Prosecuting Offcer: . Michae| P Galka - 800457 - o
Offense: Carjacking 7 Take or altempt a vehicle from person - T
by force wilhout great bodily harm . %
Oftense Code: 2599 & O
CodefOrsinance Sec: 16-03-1075(B)(1) , Signature of Afiaat . w
e B CENTFIES T FOR BERVCE @ Wa _ T $
5TK SDLITH CAROLINA ,
_H_ Counly! E Muricipallly of . E«Mwnﬂi D Municipally of W Affants Address 180 Lockwood Blvd.
. . The accused ) Charleston, SC 29403~
; o be Charleston Afant's Yelephona
dagh wilh acconfing lo the faw,
(s ARREST WARRANT
T Bighalae of Jodge N
Onle: TO ANY LAW ERFORCEMENT OFFICER OF THIS STATE OR MUNICIPALITY OR ANY GONSTABLE OF THIS COUNTY:
% eppaming fom Ihe ebova affidavil  thal there ara  foasonsble gounds  to  believe (hat
RETURN _ .
on orghoul 127 7/2019 dofordant  Rahecm Ogquendal Grant
A copy of fhis smesl t was deliversd 1o d&d vioiata e ciminal fawa of the Siale of Soulh Camtiny {or ondinancs of
Haii i [C] Countyr ] Municpaltyet  Charleston } =a setforth below:

e e TR BN TR

RETURN WARRANT TO:
General Sessions
- Chuorleston County Judiciat Center
100 Broad Street, Suite 106
Charleston, SC 29401

E

DESCRIFTION OF GFFENSE: Carjacking / Takc or silempt a vehicle from person by force without great bodily harm

Heving {ound probeble cavme and the abava afllznl Raving wom helfora me, you ar ampawersd and direcled o emrest the sald defendanl and hrng him or
har balate me forinth o be deakt with according |o tave. A copy of this Arrest Warrant shal ba dstivared to ha defendant al e Ime of fis exacullon, or A%
soon tharsafter a3 Is preclicable
Sworn io and subacrbed bofore me

on 12/ 8/2019

Judge's Addresa 4045 Bridge View Drive
North Charleston, SC 29405-

Judge's Telsphona  (B43Y202-6600
tasuing Court: E Maglatista D Munlcipat

L3}

et et

Judge Code: 7358 }

D Circutt

DEEENDANT COPY DEFENDANT COPY  DEFENDANT COPY DEFENDANT COPY DEFENDANT COPY DEFENDANT COPY DEFENDANT COPY






Charleston P¢lice Department
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON AFFIDAVIT

Personally appear before me, a magistrate of this county one,  Sgt. Steven Hoad,
who first being duly swom deposed and says that, Raheem Qquendal Grant,
did within this county and state onthe  Decembex 7% 2019  violate the criminal laws of the State of South

Carolina in the following particular:
DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE

. Carjacking
(16-3-1075)

. The affiant states there is probable cause ta belieye that the defendant named did commit the crime set forth
and that such probable cause is based on the following facts: -

On December 7th, 2019 around 2347 hours, while at 871 Riverland Dr, which is in the City and County of -
Charleston, SC, the aforementioned defendant, Raheem Oquendal Grant, did knowingly, willingly, and
uniawfully, violate Carjacking South Carolina Code of Law 16-3-1075, to wit;

On December 7th 2019 at approximately 2258 hours, the Charleston Police Department responded to 871
Riverland Dr {(James Island County Park) in reference to a Carj acking in progress. As Officers were responding
dispatch advised that there wasa male in the victim’s vehicle attempting to steal it with a two-week old baby in
the back seat, Charleston County Sheriff’s Office Deputy’s (CCSO) were working the Festival of Lights at this
Jocation and also got dispatched to the call and arrived on scene first. CPD was notified by dispatch that CCSO
Deputy Auer arrived on scene and the defendant, who was later identified as Rahesm Ogquendal Grant, was face
down on the ground being held down by the victim at which time the defendant was detained.

The victim, Jorje Fuentes advised that he was sitting in the back seat of his vehicle (2013 Kia Optima
) changing his infants diaper, when the defendant entered
the driver seat. The defendant sat in the driver seat looked at Jorjie and locked the doors. Jorjie baby's mother,
April Ross was outside the vehicle and observed the defendant get in the driver seat. April Ross yelled at the
defendant to get out of the car then Jotjie also told the defendant to get out of the car at which time the .
defendant was looking at Jorjic he said ithis is my car” and locked the doors to the vehicle.

#4*Continued on page 2***

SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED BEFORE ME 6 f ‘ 7,;

THIS 8 DAY OF  December, 2019 AFFIANT
180 Lockwood Bivd.

Charleston, SC 29403

: 843-577-7434
W Al (LS) |

SIGNATURE OF JUDGE

COMPLAINT #  19-18636

WARRANT # .
INVESTIGATING OFFICER:  Det. Galka . CPD Form OT3

Rule 5 -Pg.14 of 90






| Charleston Poticé Department
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON AFFIDAVIT

Personally appear before me, a magistrate of this county one, Sgt.Hooad,
who first being duly swom depased and says that, Raheem Oquendat Grant,
did within this county and state on the Decermnber 7th, 2019 violate the criminal laws of the State of South

Carolina in the following particular:
DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE

Carjacking
(16-3-1075)

The affiant states there is probable cause to believe that the defendant pamed did commit the crime set forth
and that such probable canse is based on the following facts:

#++Continued from page 1***

“The defendant proceeded to use the push to start button to start the car. At that time Jorjie reached forward to
shut the car off and the defendant struck Jorjie in the face with a closed fist multiple times causing minor

abrasions and Jorjie glasses to break.

At this point Jorjie and the defendant got into & physical altercation in the vehicle as Jogjie was attempting to
keep the defendant from shifting the vehicle into drive, As Jorjie and the defendant were ina physical inside the
vehicle April opened the door from the exterior with her key at which time a concerned citizen came over and
pssisted getting the defendant out of the vehicle. T orjie exited the vehicle and assisted the concerned citizen
with restraining the defendant as he was attempting to flee the scene. Jorjie restrained the defendant until police

arrived and detained him.

" Jorjle identified the person who entered his car whin he was inside as the mate who Officers had detained.
April also identified the person that Officers had detained as the individual who she observed get into the driver

seat of her car.

In a search incident to arrest the defendant was found to be in possession of a debit card that had the name
Raheem Grant on it. Officers ran this name through DMV and confirmed with his SC DMV photo that this was
in fact the same person as who was arrested.

#¥kContinued on page 3***
" SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED BEFORE ME 6 Q__ 7 ,ée
q/ .
THIS 8 DAY OF , 2019 AFFIANT
) 180 Lockwood Bivd.
Charleston, SC 29403
(L.S)
SIGNATURE OF JUDGE
COMPLAINT#  19-18636
WARRANT #
“INVESTIGATING OFFICER:  Det. Galka CPD Form OT3

Rule 5 - Pg.15 0 90
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. Charleston Pdlice Department
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON AFFIDAVIT

Personally appear before me, a magistrate of this county one, Sgt. Hood,
who first being duly swom deposed and says that, Raheem Oquendal Grant,
did within this county and state on the ~ December 7th, 2019 violate the criminal laws of the State of South

Carolina in the following particular:
DESCRIPTION OF QFFENSE

“Carjacking
(16-3-1075)

_ The affiant states there is probable cause to believe that the defendant nared did commit the crime set forth
and that such prabable cause is based on the following facts: S

+#4Cpntined from page 2***

Based on the witness and victim identifying the defendant as the male that attempted to steal theix car, the
defendant punching the victim in the face multiple times and the defendant attempting to place the vehicle into
drive this affiant believes probable cause exists to charge the defendant with Carjacking, 16-3-1075.

The above is true and believable based on'the investigation of Detective Gatka and the Charleston Police
Departnent, '

SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED BEFORE ME MA
ey
THIS 8 DAY OF  December, 2019 AFFIANT '
' : 180 Lockwood Blvd,
Charleston, SC 29403
71,
‘ (L.S.)
SIGNATURE OF JUDGE
COMPLAINT# 1918636
WARRANT # . .
'CPD Form OT3

INVESTIGATING OFFICER:  Det, Galka
Rule 5 - Pg.16 of 90
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
INDICTMENT

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON

. At a Court of General Sessions, convened March 2020, the Grand Jurors of Charleston
County present upon thetr oath

ASSAULT & BATTERY, 1ST DEGREE
That in Charleston County, South Carolina, on or about December 7, 2019, the Defendant,'

Raheem Oquendal Grant, did commit an unlawful act of injury upon the victim, Jorje Fuentes,
and the act either (1) involved nonconsensual touching of the private parts of the victim, either
under or above clothing, with lewd and lascivious intent; or (2) occurred during the commission
of a robbery, burglary, kidnapping, or theft; or (3) the defendant offered or attempted to injure
the victim with the present ability to do so, and the act was accomplished by means likely to .
produce death or great bodily mjury; or occurred during the commuission of a robbery, burglary,
kidnapping, or theft. This is in violation of Section 16-3-600(C)(1) of the South Carolina Code of

Laws (1976) as amended.

Against the peace and dignity of the State, and contrary to the statute in such case made and

provided w,\

ST%ANIE\B. LINDER
ASSIRTANT SOLICITOR
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
"INDICTMENT

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON

~ Ata Court of General Sessions, convened March 2020, the Grand Jurors of Charleston‘
County present upon their oath:

CARJACKING

That in Charleston County, South Carolina, on or about December 7, 2019, the Defendant, did
take, or attempt to take, a motor vehicle from Jorje Fuentes by force and violence or by
intimidation while Jorje Fuentes was operating the vehicle or inside of the vehicle in violation of

Section 16-3-1075(B)(1) of the South Carolina Code of Laws (1976) as gmended

Agamnst the peace and dignity of the State, and contrary to the statute in such case made and
provided

STE IE B. LINDER.
ASSISTANT SOLICITOR





STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

)
) FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) ' ' -
- ) Warrant No(s): 2019A1020100397;
) 2019A1010206380
" STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
: )
Vs, ) .
° : ) DEFENSE BRIEE, g s g
_ RAHEEM OQUENDAL GRANT, ) FR,ECE LVE] 3
Defendant % Mar 10 2023
)
SC Court of Appeals

Re: (I) The procedure of the case, am pre-trlal and trial witnesses, and (I[I) pre-
trial motions .

Raheem Grant is charged with Carjacking and Assault and Battery in the First
Degree 111 Charleston County. He is in the Charleston County jail on 2 bench wa:rant;
served on September 21, 2022, and his trial is scheduled for the week February 27, 2023,
having rolled onto the trial docket based on the age of his case. The alleged victim, Jorge
Fuentes, is unavailable for trial, having died in a car crash while drunk driving on August
9, 2020, He is the only alleged victim named in Raheem Grant’s indicﬁni:nt for
Carjacking (2020-GS- 10—01‘1 OIS) and his in.dicttnent for Assault and Battery in the First

Degree (2020-GS-10-01107). The State extended a plea offer to Raheem Grant of a cap

.of 10 years on,Carjacking, and on Qctober 31, 2022, he rejected it. Furthermore, on’

November 11, 2022, Raheem Grant filed a complaint against his attorney with the South

Carolina Supreme Court’s Office of Disciplinary Counsel based on the delays associated

w1th his trial date,-and on November 11, 2022, Doctor Bill Mulbry found Raheem Grant

competcnt to stand tnal This tx:ai brief addresse;;Rahccm Grant’s case proceduﬁ, E"?:é ; % -
witness list, and pre-trial motions, and a copy of it will be filed with .1.‘.he Charles on ég_ E jﬁ n; .
County Clerk after the jury is sworn for Raheem Grant’s trial. ‘ § ;% ; ‘ g;:; '
' .|z _%% =. &3 .
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I. CASE PROCEbURE .
On December 8, 2019, the State a;x'rested Raheem Grant for Carjacking and
Assault and.Baftexy in the First Degree, and a Charleston County Magistrate
Court subsequently set a surety bond of $75,000 for the Carjacking charge and 2
surety bond of $7,000 for the Assault and Battery in the.Fﬁr;t Degree charge.
On July 18, 2020, Raheem Grant posted bond on‘his pen.ding charges.
On March 16, 2020, the Charleston County Grax;d Jury indicted Raheem Grant for

Carjacking (2020-G8-10-01108) and Assault and Battery in the First Degree E

| (2020-G8-10-01107), naming Jorge Fuentes the onlj.,;'vi'ctim. of ﬁe crimes.

On February 11, 2022, the General Sessions Court jssued a bench warrant for
Raheem Grant’s arrest based on his failure to appear in court, and on September
21, 2022, Raheem Grant-was arrested on the beﬁch warrant. Before that, Rabesm
Grant served 223 days in jail from the date of his arrest on December 8, 2019,
before posting bond o.n July 18, 2020.

JI. WITNESS LIST

The Defense has placed under subpoena the following individuals associated with

Raheem Grant’s pending charges in Charleston County, and it will potentially call them

as witnesses during his trial or for any pre-trial matters.

. Eye-Witnesses _
- Jorje Fuentes — Deceased

Ashley Anh Vander-Ploeg

Codi' Lin Dennis

- April Vanessa Ross
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Charleston County Sheriff’s Office

Mary (Beth) E. Auer
Sergeant

Robert Haslip
Deputy

Charleston Police Department

Brandon E. Parker
Brandon Windham
Adam M. Beaver
Zachary-Ansari

Michael P. Galka
Detective

Michael Christophersen
Detective

Tanya M., Duby-Gritzuk
Detective

Lucas R. Huffman
Detective

Randal L. Unterbrink
Crime Scene Investigation

Medical University of Sonth Carolina

Charlestbh County Parks and Recreation

Alyssa Cotto
Registered Nurse

Jessica Leigh Casey
Physician’s Assistant

Adrian L. Gadsden
Release of Records Specialist

Leigh Watkins
Release of Records Specialist

- Kristen Procopio-Allen
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Park Manager
James Island County Park

- Christine Volousky
Director of Human Resources

. Ninth Circuit Solicitor’s Office
- Jonathan Glenn
Investigator
. Charleston County Public Defender’s Office
- Gary Combs
Investigator

- Courtney Kinowski
Paralegal -

I Pre-Trial Motions
1. Pre-Trial Mofion to Suppress Statements by the Unavailable Alleged Vietim

Raheem Grant respectfully requests that the General Sessions Court suppress the
recorded statements made by Jorge Fuentes to police during their'investig.aﬁon of
Raheem Grant’s case, Jorge Fuentes made several recorded statements to police during
their investigation of the case that resulted in Raheem Grant’s pending charges in
Charleston County. However, Jorge Fuentes is unavailable to appear as a witness in
Raheem Grant’s trial, having died in a car crash while drunk driving on August 9, 2020.
As aresult, the Court should suppress as evidence Jorge Fuentes’ recorded statements to
police becanse they are hearsay and their use as evidence at Raheem Grant’s trial would
violate his right under the 6th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution to confront his
accuser in court.

| A. Confrontation

The rcc;)rded staternents made by Jorge Fuentes to police during their investigation '

of Raheem Grant’s case are inadmissible as evidence at Raheem Grant’s trial because, if
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admitted, they would violate his constitutional right to confront and call witnesses. Under

the 6 Amendment to the U.S, Constitution, a defendant in a criminal case has “the right

to confront and call witnesses,” and tﬁe U.S. Supreme Court and South Carolina Supreme
Court have determined that to zﬁean the defendant shall have a right to cross-examine thé
witnesses accusing him of committing a crime, Crawford v, Washington, 541 U.8. 36
(2604); State v. Gracely, 399 8.C. 363 (2012), Here, Jorge Fuentes is unable to testify at
Raheem Grant’s trial because he is dead. This means Raheem Grant cannot cross |
exaﬁn’ne Jorge Fuentes about the recorded statements he made to police during their
mvesfigaiioln of has case. Therefore, the admissiox; of tile state.ment.s. as cviciencé at
Raheem Grant’s trial would violate his constitutional right to confront and call witnesses
based on the U.S. Supreme Court and South Caroliﬁa Supreme Court’s interpretation of
fhe 6% Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.
B. Hearsay

The recorded statements made by Jorge Fuentes to police during their investigation
of Raheem Grant's case are inadmissible hearsay under the South Carolina Rules of
Criminal Procedure (SCRerimP) because they meet the requircmgnts of the definition for
the evidentiary term proscribed by the Rules and they do not meet the requirements of the
hearsay exceptions in the Rules, Hearsay is defined in the Rules as “a staternent, other
than one £nadc by the declarant while testifying at the trial or hearing, offered in evidence
to prove the truth of the matter asserted.” -Rule 801(c), SCRerimP, If is not admissible as
evidence at trial unless it meets the requireménts ;af a hearsay exception, Rule 802,
SCRerimP, and the exceptions relevant to Raheem Grant’s case are delineated in Section

804 of the Rules for situations where the declarant is unavailable. Specifically, the Rules
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define unavailability as “unable to be present or to testify at the hearing because of
death.” Rule 804(2)(4), SCRerimP, and they allow the admissibility of hearsay evidence
at trial, if the “unavailable” declarant’s statement is formex; testimony, a statement under

belief of impending death, a statement against interest, or a statement of personal or

" family history, Rule 804(b)(1)-(4), SCReximP.

Here, the recorded statements made by Jorge Fuentes to police during their
investigation of Raheem Grant’s case are hearsay. They were not made by Jorge Fuentes

in court, and the State would be offering them as evidence at Raheem Grant’s trial fo

prove that Raheem Grant intended to assault Jorge Fuentes to steal his car, Also, Jorge

Fuentes® statements to police before Raheem Grant’s triél do not meet the requirements
of the hearsay exceptions listed in Rule 804(b)(1)-(4), despite him being an unavailable
declarant under Rule 804(2)(4). In other words, J of'ge Fuentes’ pre-trial statements to
police are not former testimony, statements under belief of impending death, statements
against interest, or statements of personal or family history, as required by Rule
804(b)(1)-(4), to be hearsay admissible at trial by an unavailable declarant. Thus, Jorge
Fuentes® pre-trial statements to police should be excluded as hearsay under Rule 802.

2. Pre-Trial Motion to Suppress a Portion of the Defendant’s Statements fo
Police

Raheem Grant respectfully requests that the Court suppress a.portion of his
recorded statement to Detective Lucas Huffman of the Charleston County Police
Department. Under the 5% Amendment to the U,S. Constitution, a defendant has a right to
remain silent. The United States Supreme Court has held that “a defendant in a criminal
case is deprived of due process of law if his co;xvictioﬁ is founded, in whole or in part,

upon an inveluntary confession, without regard for the trath or falsity of the confession.”
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Juckson v. Denno, 378 U.8, 368, 376 (1964). To introduce a statement produced during
custodial interrogation, the prosecuéion must prove by a preponderance of the evidence
that the statement was made freely anc% voluntarily, and taken in corapliance with
Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 426 (1966). State v. Von Dohlen, 322 S.C. 234, 243, 471
S.E.2d 689, 694 (1996). A lawful waiver of & person’s right to remain silent has two
distinet dimensions. It must be “voluntary m the sense that it was the product of a free
and deliberate choice rather thau intimidation, coercion, or deception,” and it must be
“made with a full awareness of bc;th the nature of the right being abandoned and the
consequences of the decision to abandoﬁ it.” Moraﬁ 12 Burfaine, 475U.8 4i 2,421
(1986); see also State v. Middleton, 288 S.C. 21, 25, 339 S.E.2d 692, 694 (1986).

In South Carolina, a trial court must examine the totality of the circumstances
surrounding a petson’s custodial statement to determine if itwas voluntary.!
Specifically, the South Carolina Court of Appeals has sai.d that “the test for determining
whether a defendant’s confession was given freely, knowingly, and voluntarily focuses ‘
upon whether the defendant’s will was overborme by the totality of circumstances
surrounding the confessiqn. State v. Moses, 390 8.C. 502, 513, 702 8.B.2d 395, 401 (Ct.
App. 2010). Moreover, the South Carolina Supreme Court has said that when a suspect
invokes his right to remain silent, law enforcement must scrupulously honor it. State v.

Aleksey, 343 8.C. 20, 31, 538 S.E.2d 248, 253, 2000 (citing Michigan v. Mosley, 423 U.S.

1 Courts have recognized appropriate factors that may be considered in a totality of the circumstances
analysis: background; experience; conduct of the accused; age; maturity; physical condition and mental
health; length of custody or detention; police misrepresentations; isolation of a minor from his or her
parent; the lack of any advice, to the nceused of his constitutional rights; threats of violence; direct or
indirect promises, however slight; lack of education or Jow intelligence; repeated and prolonged nature of
the questioning; exertion of improper influence; and the use of physical punishment, such as the
deprivation of food or sleep, Stafe v. Goodwin, 384 5.C. 588, 601, 683 S.E.2d 500, 507 (Ct. App. 2009);
State v. Miller, 375 8.C. 370, 378, 652 S.E.2d 444, 448 (Ct., App. 2007); State v. Compton, 366 8.C. 671,
680, 623 S.B.2d 661, 666 (Ct. App. 2005); Stafe v. Crawley, 349 S.C. 459, 463, 562 8.E.24d 683, 685 (Ct.

App. 2002).
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96, 46 L. Ed. 2d 313 (1975)). However, the suspect must clearly articulate his desire to
end the interrogation, before a law enforcement officer is required to stop his or her
questioning, which may be 'madmissiﬁle hearsay evidence. Id.; State v. Washington, 431
8.C. 619, 623, 848 S.E.2d 794, 796 (2020). Nonetheless, law enforcement officers may
speak with a suspect who subsequently reinitiates communication after an invocation of
his rigﬁt to remain silent. Aleksey, 343 8.C. at 31. ‘

Tn Aleksey, the South Carolina Supreme Court conclunded that the app;ellant’s
statement, “That’s all I've got to say” was not an unequivocal invocation of his right to
‘discontinue que‘stionixll,t.,!r and remain silent. 343 SC at‘ 31, 538 S.E.éd at 253. The Court
reasoned that the statement was ambiguous because it could either be interpreted as the
appellant’s desire to discontinue questioning or simply end his story. Id Moreover, the
Court determined that even if the statement is interpreted to be an invocation of the
appellant’s right to remain silent, “it is uncontroverted that the appellant himself
reinitiated the conversation with law enforcement by asking them if he could talk further”
for the purpose of lelping a friend. Id

Here, Raheem Grant invoked his right to remain silent after speaking with
Detective Lucas Huffian of the Charleston Police Department for 10 minutes and 22
seconds. Specifically, Detective Huffman asks Raheem Grant, “Do you know where the
rental was from? Like, Enterprise Rental, Avis, do you remember which one'?”. In
response, after speaking with Detective Huffman for 10 minutes and 22 seconds, Raheem
Grant states, “I’m done. I feel like you trying to get me, you know, I’m done.” Detective
Huffman ¥hcn states, “No, I'm just trying to see what. . . only to be cut off by Raheem

Grant, who restates, “T’m done. I'm done.” In response, Detective Huffman states,
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] isten, the reason why — Can I tell you why I was looking?” resuliing in Raheers Grant
restating, “U’m done.”

Accordingly, Raheem Grant invoked his right to remain éilent by stating “I'm
done,” to Detective Huffman while being interrogated by him. Raheem Grant's
stateraent, “I'm done. I feel like y;)u trying to get me,” is an unambiguous expression of
his desire to discontinue questioning, unlike the appellants statement, “That’s.all I've got
to say,” in Aleksey, which could be interpreted as simply the appellant’s desire to end his
story..Moreover, afier stating “I’m done,” Raheem Grant does not reinitiate the
conv«e':rsation with Df:-te.ctive I—qufman In féct, he réstatés “I’m done” io bétective
Huffman, who attempts to reinitiate the conversation by continning to ask Raheem Grant
questions about his case, to defeat his wi‘ll, as prohibited in Moses. In particular,
Detective Huffman asks Raheem Grant, “Can I tell you why I was looking?” after
Raheem Grants says “I'm done” on four separate occasions. Therefore, the Court should
suppress the statements Raheem Grant made to Detc.ctive Huffman after 10 minutes and
22 seconds as evidence at trial base_d on Raheem Grant’s unambiguous expressed desire
10 remain silent under the 5 Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, and it should
supptess, as iﬁadmissible hearsay per Washington, 431 8,C. at 623, the question by
Detective Huffman that resulted in Raheem Grant stating, “I'm done,” which is “Do you

know where the rental was from? Like, Enterprise, Avis, do you remember which one?”

Res itted,
o J
Benjapir’A Mack =2
Afformey for Raheem &anf_a? ﬁ‘
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA: ) IN THE GENERAL SESSIONS COURT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ¥ FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
' )
)] ‘Warrant Numbers: 2019A41010206380;
) 2019A 1020100397
. ) o
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, ) Indictment Number: 2020-G8-10-01107;
' ) 2020-GS-10-01108.
) .
) Charge: Carjacking; Assault and Battery
vs. ) First Degree
)
RAHEEM GRANT, )
) Defense Motiome - . ra
. ) S ol B
DEFENDANT, ) L X
. ) , B D
) ey o
v, | £ - s X
RE: Jury charge for trial J ﬁ%‘ "

Raheem Grént, throtigh his attorney, Benjamin. A. Mack, respectfully {novesﬁe deheral
Sessions Court for an Order in favor of reviewing and reading the following jury instruction for
the culpability phase, and if necessary, the mitigation phase of the Defendant’s case, Raheem '
Grant is entitled to an advanced rev*icw and reading of the Coust’s written jury instructions in
order to protect his Constitutional rights of effective assistance of counsel, due process of law,
equal protection of the law, confrontation of the State’s evidence, and freedoi from cruel and |

unusual punishment. U.S. Const, amends. V, V], VI, and XIV.

Duty of Judge
» Itermindyou that, during this tridl, you and I hiave certain dutiesto perforin. As the trial
judge, it is my responsibility to preside over the trial of this case, and I also have the duty to

rule on the admissibility of the evidence offered duting this trial.
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You are to consider only the evidence before you. You are to consider only the testimony
which lias beon presented from this witness ‘stand, any exhibits which haye been made a part
of the record in this case, and any stipulations of counsel.

I have the .adiii’tipna'l duty to chdtge your ‘with the law applicable to this case. Ttis youx duty
as jurors to accept.and apply the lawras I now state it to you. Ifyou think you have any idea
as to what the law is of what thie lay ﬁughfto. be and it does not agtee with what'l tell you the .
law is, you must forget that idea because you are-sworn to acoept the law and apply the: law
exdetly as Istate it to-yol.

Judges of the Facts

Jurors are the sale judges of the facts.

A trial judge cannot State, commert on, or inake any stalement to & trial jury abouf the facts
in a cage.

Since you, the jury, are the sole judge of the facts in thiis case, you ate not o infer frort what
I have said during the progress of this trial in ruling upon the admissibility of evidence, or ‘

otherwise, ot anythirig that I say now during the course of this instrnictioh to you, that 1 have

any opinion about the facts in this case.

The law does not allow me to have an opinion about the facts i this case,
This is a matter solely for yon, the jury, to determine.
As jurors, it is your duty to deterinineé the effect, value, weight, and truth of the evidence

presented during this trial.
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Charge, Arrest, and Indictmient Are Not Evidence
I retnind.you that the fact that Defendant was arrested, oharged; and indicted in this case is

not eviﬁenca i this case and cannot be eonsidered by you as evidence of guilt in this case,
por doed it oreate any piesaimption or inference of guilt,

The indicfment document is simply the formal written notice which ¢ontins, the charge made
against the: Defendant. It {s thé'fomd document by whick this case 1§ brought. into this
Court, .

The indictment in this case.alleges two offénses against the Defendant, The .cha;ge-z is
Indictment '2.02.0-(35— 1 0—61 1,0.7 and ZT()Z'G-C,.}.S-;I 6‘;01 108; Carjacking and Assault and Battery First
Degree. |

Presninption of Innocence

The Defendant has pleaded fiot guilty to these indictments, and that plea pufs the burderi on
the Staté 10 prove the Defendant guilty beyond a reasoriable doubt;

A person charged with commitfing a eriminal offense in South Carolina is hever required to
prove. himself inngcent.

Tt is-an important ule of law of this country that the Defendant in a criminal trial will always
be presumed to be innocent of the ctime for which he is indicted unless ud wntil Bis guilt bes
been proven by evidence that satisfies you of that guilt beyond a reasonable doubt,

The presumption of innooence is not a mere legal theory, It is not just a legal phrase. Itisa
substantial Constitutional right to whith every Defendant is entitled. This presumption of
innocence. accbmpanie's the Defendant from the time he is charged throughout the trial unless

and until you reach a verdict of g'uiit.'bcyond a reasonable doubt,

Reasenable Doubt
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The State has the burden of proving the Defendant guilty beyond a reasonable:doubt.

 Sorme of yon thay have served as jurars in civil cases, where you were told that it is only

necessary to prove that a fact is moré likely te than not true, such as by the greater weight
or preponderance of the evidence. Inpriminal cases, the State’s proof must be ;1101&
powertiul that. It must be beyond a teasonable doubt,

There ate very few things in'this world that we know with. absolute certainty, 'a;nd in ¢riminal
cases the law does nof require proof that overcomes every possible doubt.

Proof beyond a reasonable doubt is proof that leaves yon firmly convinced of the

Defendant’s guilt. Reasonable doubt has also been defined as-the.kind of doubt that wonld

calise a reasonable person to hesitate to act.

If, based on your consideration of the evidexice, you are firmly convinced that the Defendant
s guilty of fhe crime charged, the you must find the Defendant guilty.

If on the other hand, you think theré is-a real possibility that a Deferdant is not guilty; then
you.must give that Defendant the benefif of the doubt and find him. not guilty.

Deferidant Not Testifying

Tinstruct you and emphasize that the fact the Defendant did not testify 1s nof a factoi to be

considered by yon inany way in your deliberation and in your consideration on the question -
of the guilt or the innocence of the Defendaﬁ_’t 1t must not be considered by you in any
matner whatsoever,

A Defendant has a Constitutional right to remain silent, and the assertion of this right must
not be considered by you in yout: déliherat{ons, Irepeat, uniler yo_ﬁr oath, Yol are fo draw no

conclugion whatsoever from the fact that the Defendant in this case did not testify. The fact
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of proof; as 1 have Stated to you, is onthe State. The Defendant is not reguired to prove his
inhocence, The burden of proof remains on the State to prove guilt beyond a réasonable -
doubt,

Direct apd Circumstantial Evidence

There are two types of evidence which are generally preserited during a trial - divect
evidence and circumstantial gvidence. Direct evidence directly praves the existence of a fact

and does.nof requite djec-iucﬁnﬂ. Ciroumstantial eyidence is proof of a ohiain of facts and

circumstarices indicating the existence of a faet.

Cﬂm’es mayhé i)r;).ven b& 'circﬁmsianti'al. evidence. The la;.?v makes no distinctiori between.
the welight or value to be given to either direct or circurngtantial evidence, However, tothe
extent the State.rélies on.circumstantial evidence, il of the citcumstances must. hg consistent
‘with each other, and when taken: togetber, point conclusively to the guilt of the accused
beyond a reasonable doybt, If these circumstarices merely poriray the Defendant’s behaviot
as suspiofous, the proof has failed.

The State has thc-'burd,_cn of proving the D;:;fertdaﬂf guilty beyond a reasonatile doubt, This
butden tests with the State regardless of whether the State relies:on direct evidence,
circumstantial evidence, or some combination of the two.

Credibility of Witnesses '

‘You st detefrine the credibility of witnesses who have testified in this case.

Crediﬁility simply means believability, It is yoir duty.as jutors to analyze and to evaluate
the evidence and determine.which evidende convincesyou of its truth,

Tn determining the believability of Wit_;msscs who have testified In this c'ase, you,may believe

one witness over several witnesses or several witnesses over one witness, Youmay believe
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the testimony of a wihess in its entirety or reject the-testimony of & witness in.its entirety.
You inay believe a part of th.q testimony of a .wiﬁies:s and reject the refnaining part-of the-
testinfotty of that sarhe wifness, If you fefect patt, yaﬁ.may still accept the remainder of a
witiiess’ testimony.,
You may considér whéther any witness has exhibited t¢ you any interest, bias, prejudice, or
other motive in this case. "You may consider the appearance and derheanor of a witness while
on, the-witness. staod..
You are not bound to decide the case based on the number of witnesses a side produces.’
Statément of the Defendant |
A statement alleged to have been made by the defendant has been admitted into. evidenice in
this case. While the Court has determined thaf the statement is admissible, I instruct you that.
you make the wltimate decision of whether or not the defendant made the statemetit, If the
defendant did make the statengert, you youst determine whether the staterhent was made by
the defendant vohuntarily and of his own free will. This means thatthe statemient was not
cause by presstire, force, fear; threats, coercion, or intimidation, or by hape ot 4 promiise of
leniency or a reward of any kind. In determining whether the statement was volunfary, you
should consider both the sharacteristics of the defendant.and the details of the {iuestion,ing.
Some the ;‘actors that youmust consider are; (1) the age of the defendant; (2) the defendant’s
eduvation. or lack.of education; (3) the defendant’s mental ability or capacify; (4) tho
defendant’s IQ or intélli_ gence; (5) the defendant’s background end environment; (6) the
place and length of detention; (7) the nature of the questioing; and (8) the advice, orlack:
thereof, to the defendant of his constitufional rights including, but not limited to, the rightto -

remain silent, that any statement could be used against him in a gourt of law, the riglit fo have
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alawyer present during questioning; that if he could not afford a Jawyer, a lawyer would be
dppoiited fo represént him without any cost that he could stap making a statement at aﬁy
time. You must ¢arefully chEider-dll the surrounding circumstances before you any weight
to the alleged staterrient, A |
‘The State has the barden of proving beyond a reasonable dowbt fhat the alleged statan;ént
was voluntary. If you determine it was, you may give the statement any further consideration
that you deem proper. You must degide what weight, if'any, should be given.to the alleged
statement. If you determine that alleged staternent was not the free and voluntary sﬁtamf:nt
of the .ﬁefen‘dant, you sheuld not: COnsiéer the statement z;t all. ” |
Intent
To establish criminal Hability, criminal intent is required. For example, the:inental state
required td be proven by the State for a particular crime might be purpose, intent, knowledge,
recklessness, or eriminal negligence, Criminal intent must be proven by the State beyond a
reasopiable doubt, Criminal intent is always a mattor that niust be detérmined by the jury from
the circumstances surrounding the sithation. There is no way to prove intentto 2
mathematical certainty, There.is no way.medical seienge tan dissect a person’s brain and
determine what the person had in mind, so the law says that criminal intent may be inferred
Arom the circumstanges shown o have existed. This is how you make a determination of |
Whéﬂlar ot riot the element requiring intent was present. It is riot necessary to establish intenit
by direct and positive: svidcnc«::,. buf intent may be established by inference in the same way
as any other fact by taking into consideration the acts of thie parties and all the facts and

circumstarces of the case.,
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Criminal intent is a merital state, a conscious wrongdoing. Xt s up to you to deferminé what
the -dqféndant. intended to. do based on the circumstatices shown to have existed,
Criminal intent can arise from action or a failure tq act. It may arise. from negligence,
recklessness, or an indiffecence to. duty or to consequences that ére considered by the laveto
be the equivalent of criminal lnfant_.- |
: Multip’ le Charges
The indictments in this case allege several,; different dharges against the defendant. The
eharges are: o
- Indictment # 5020-{38“1}_0-011'07 for Assault and Batfery Fitst Degree,
- Indictment # 2020-GS-10-01108 for Catjacking.
Offenses
Carjacking § 16-3-1075
The Defendant is charged with Catjacking. To prove Carjacking, the State mrivist prove
beyond a reasonable: doubt that the defendant took, or atternpted to take, a motor vehicle
from another petson by force and vielence or by intimidation while the person was operating
the vehicle or while the person.was in the vehicle.
Assault and Battery § 16-3-600
Assault and Baftery — First Degree - § 16-3-600(c): The Defendant is charged with Assault
and Batter in the First Degree.
- To prove the offense of Assault and Battery in the First Degree, the State must prove
‘beyond a reasonable doubt that the Defendant nnlawfully injured another person a‘nﬁ. that

act either; involved nonconsensual touching of the private parts ofan adult, either inder
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ot above clothing; with lewd and lascivious intent; or ocentred during the commission of
8 robbery, burglary, kidnapping, or thefl.
Private parts means the genital area.or buttocks of a'male or female or the breasts of &,

&mﬂm

A person inay also commit the offense of Assault and Battery in the First Degree if a

person. unlawfully offered or sttempted 1o injure anothe person with present ability ta do
S0,

In otder fo prove the offense of Assault.and Batfery in the First Degree by the above

' i_n_eansj the State must prove beyond 4 reasonable doubt that the Defendant had the

present. ability fo attempt fo injure another person and that ability is accomplished either’
by means Jikely to produce death or great bodily injury; of ocourred during the |
commission of & robbery, burglaty, kidrapping, or theft.

Great bodily injury medns bodily injury which causes a substantial risk of death, or which,
causes serious, permanent disfigurement, or protracted loss or impdirient of the fimction

of a bodily member.or ¢rgan.

= Assault and Battery — Third Degree - § 16-3-600(e)

- Ifyou find that the State. Las failed to prove that the Defendant committed Assault and

Battery it the First Degree, you may then consider whether the State has proved beyond a,
reasonable doubt that the Defendant committed Assault and Battery in the Third Degree.

In order to prove the offense of Assault and Battery in the Thixd De’g‘ree, the State miust

prove beyond a reasonable doubt that the Defendant unlawfully Injured anothet person,

or offered or attempted fo injure another person with the present ability to do so.

Defenses
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¢ Accident: The defendant has raised the defense of accident,
= An act may be excused bn the pround of accident if it is shown that the act was
unititetitional, that the defendant was acting Iaw'fillly; and that reasonable care was used
by the defendant in handling himself,
- Forexample, if a person is lawfully armed in sélf-defense, and the g actidentally
discharges, the defense of accident wopld apply.
~ The burden is on the State to prove beyond a reaspnable doubt that act was not an.
accident but was. cansed by the negligence or carelessness on the part of the defendant or
by unlawfil activity by the. defer_xdén.f.,
» Mistake of Fact: The defendant has raised the defense: of mistake- of fact.
~ 'The State must prove beyond a reasoriable dovibt that the defendant intended o coxpm'i,t'
Carjacking and Assa}llt and Battery in the First Degree, However, wﬁ@r& a person, in
ignorance or hongst mistake as for a fact, commits a act which, but for the mistake,
would be a trime, there is not criminal intenf, and the person cannot be found guilty of
‘the erime.
- Anexample of a possible mistake of fact would be i I took spmeone’s umibrella,
‘mistakenly thinking that it was my umbrella.
Punishment
» Indetermininig your vetdict of guilty or not guilty, you cannot consider any Ppossible penalty
for any particula.rj crime. | ‘
. The punishment for theiciime is a maifer for e to defermine and shpufd never be. cgnsidcred
by you in any way whatsoever in arrivirig at a verdiet.of guilty ot not guilty.

Verdiet
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»  Your verdict must be unanimous. That means all 12 of yow need to agree as to the charge.

Copy of Charge in th¢ Jury Reom

» Lwill give you a copy of these instructions in written form. During yout deliberations, you.
may refer to the instrudtians to guide your decision-making. You must consider the

instructions as a whole and not follow some and ignore others, Please 1efurn the instructions

to the Court at the time your verdictis rendered,

" -
Benjaiin A. Mack
Attorney for the Defendant
Charleston, South Carplina
Dated: 22 f-’ 22\
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IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
' ) FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) , .
) Warrant No(s): 2019A1020100397;
) 2019A1010206380
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) . ‘
. ) vB .
Vs, ) b F3
| - ) DEFENSE MOTION F-”r% o
RAHEFM OQUENDAL GRANT, ) I o
. ) oI, .:.'.hj
Defendant ) iy S
) ga X
::shg =
oot
Re: A Request for Specific Dlscmrery el

Raheem Grant, through his attormey, Benjamin A, Mack respectfully requests that the

State of South Carolina disclose specific discovery assoclated with his pending Carjacking and

Assault and Battery in the First Degree charge in Charleston County. Under the 14" Amendment

to the U.S. Consﬁmtiqn, a criminal ciefendant i5 entitled to due process of law. A'c‘cordingi;;,r, in
Brady v. Maryland, the .S, Supreme Court held that “The suppression by the prosecution of
evidence favorable to an accused uﬁon request violates due process where the evidence is
.material either to guilt or to puﬁishment, irrespective of the good faith én' I;ad faith of the
prosecution.” 373‘ U.S.I 83, 87, 83 S.Ct. 1194, 1196-1197 (1963). Also, the Court has said that a
difference does not exist between exculpatory and impeachmert evidence for purpose of
satisfying the Brad':y requiremeut‘s. Kyles v. Whitley, 514 U.S. '4'19, 433,115 8.Ct. 1555, 1565
(1995)(c1t1ng United States v. Bagley, 473 U.S. 667, 87 L.Ed. 2d 481 (1985)).

Furthermore, under the relevant procedural rules in South Carolina, “the prosecution shall
permit the defendant to inspect and copy books, papers, documents, photographs, tangible’ g
objects, buildings or places, which are within the possession, t;ustody or control of the

prosecution, and which are material to the preparation of his defense or are intended for use by

H
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the prosecution as evidence in chief at trial[.]” Rule 5(2)(1)(C), SCRCrmP. In addition the rules

state that, “if prior to or during trial, a party discovers additional evidence or matexial previously

requested or ordered, which is subject to discovery or inspection under this rule, he shall

prompily notify the other party or his attorney or the court of the existence of the additional

evidence or material. Rule 5(c), SCRCrinﬁP.

Y

CASE PROCEDURE

On December 8, 2019, the State arrested Raheem Grant for Carjacking and Assault and

" Battery in the First Degree, -and a Charleston County Magistrate Court subsequently seta

surety bond of $75,000 for the Carjacking charge and a surety bond of $7,000 for the
Assault and Battery in the First Degree charge.

On December 11, 2019, Raheem. Grant requested the discovery associated with his case
from the State by way of a filing with the Charleston County Clerk of Court under Rule 5
of the South Carolina Rules of Criminal Proceduce.

On or about February 22, 2023, the State supposedly met with April Ross, who is an eye-
witness to the incident resulting in Raheem Grant’s pending charges in Charleston
County and the significant other of the unavailable alleged victim in the case.

On February 23, 2023, the State filed a Pre-Trial Brief with the General Sessions Court
stating that April Ross heard Raheem Grant threaten her with the statement, “This is my
car now,” which is a claim not previously alleged in the discovery provided to Raheem
Grant, so far. Moreover, the pre-trial brief does not mention any verbal or physical threats

allegedly made by Reaheem Grant toward the unavailable alleged victim in the case.
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DEFENDANT’S REQUEST OF THE STATE

Accordingly, the State is officially on notice and should disclose to Raheem Grant the
followmg information related to his case under Rule 5(z) and {c) of the South Carolina Rules of
Criminal Procedure: Any repoxts, recordings, transcripts, memorandums, or notes rcgardmg, A
April Ross’ meeting with representatives of the State on or about February 22, 2023, including
but not Jimited to, those generated by Assistant Solicitor Anna Outen of the Ninth Circuit
Solicitor’s Office, Assistant Solicitor Stephanie Linder of the Ninth Cireuit Solicitor’s Offics,
and Inves'ugator .T ohn (lenn of the Nmth Circuit Sohc1tor g Office. This request is bemg madc
for the purpose of potentially impeaching April Ross if she testifies at trial that she heard ”
Raheem Grant threaten her with the statement, “This is my car now," which is a claim not

previously alleged in the discovery provided to Raheem Grant, so far, It also is being made for

" the purpose of potentially impeaching April Ross, if she testifies that Raheem Grant made other

verbal or physical threats toward ber or the unavailable alleged vietim.
Respecifully Submitted,

Ko,

h:mam’.m A Maclc\*/

Attorney for Raheem Grant
Charleston, South Carolina
Dated:é( Zg . 2L¥
@ o &
< o= 3
- =
MM Q
Do
' :’&:‘ M
oF
L A
ok =
2& =

Page 3 of 3





STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA. ) IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS
) FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON )
) Warrant No(s): 201941020100397;
) 2019A1010206380
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
: 3
vs. ) .
) DEFENSE MOTION, - , =
RAHEEM OQUENDAL GRANT, ) - -cr?f-‘ o
| ) Be 5
Defendant g 5 g—% ﬁ ‘.
Z X w
: en =
Re: ¥or pre-irial jury voire dire BE =
L PO

1

Pursuant to 8.C. Code § 14-7-1020, Raheem Grant, through his aftomey, Beﬁi amin A )
Mack, respectfully requests the following of the General Sessions Court: (1) That prior to voir
dire the entire jury panel swear to tell the truth; (2) that the following questions be asked of the
individual members of the;, jury panel; (3) that each juror be asked to stand and idenﬁfy
themselves by name and juror number, prior to answering the following questions; and (4) that
any inquiry about the specifics of responses given by jurors be conducted on the record, at the
bench, and outside the presence of the entire jury panel.

Questions for the Jury Panel

1. Are you or any members of your immediate family or personal friends employed by the

Charleston County Solicitor’s Office or another county Solicitor’s Office in South Carolina? _

2, Are you or any members of your immediate family or personal friends employed by the

Charleston County Sheriff's Office, the Charleston Police Department or another law

enforcement agency?

3. Are you or any members of your immediate family or personal friends employed by the

Medical University of South Carolina?
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4. Are you or any members of your immediate family or personal friends employed by James
Island County Park or Charleston County Parks and Recreation? |

5. Do you belong to or contribute to any civic groups, like Mothers Against Drunk Driving
(MADD), People Against Rape (PAR), Citizens Advocating Decency and Retum to Ethics
(CADRE), Darkness to Light, Citizens Aéai.nst Violent Crime (CAVE), South Carolina
Victim Assistance Network (SCVAN), the Dixie Republic,‘ Proud Boys or the 6® Regiment

South Carolina Volunteers?

[=a]

. Have you or any of your friends or relatives ever been a victim of a violent crime?

. Have you or any of your fiiends or relatives ever been assaulted or seriously injured, either

|

by accident or by someone alleged to be criminally responsible?
8. Have you or any of your friends or relatives been a victim of carjacking or robbery?

9. Has any member of the jury panel previously served on a jury, either for a criminal or civil

matter?

10. Have you seen or heard any publicity, whether through news publications, social media, or

blogs, regarding Raheem Grant’s case?

11. Would you believe the witness testimony of a police officer over that of others simply

because that witness is employed as a police officer?

" 12. Would you believe the witness testimony of an alleged victim over others éimply_ because

that witness claims to be a victim?
13. Do you have any connection through friends or family to the State’s witnesses?
14. Has any member of the jury panel already formed an opinion about Raheem Grant’s case?

15. Are you aware of any reason whatsoever why you could not be fair and impartial to Raheem

Grant?
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16. Do you believe that the State of South Carolina does not have the burden of proof in a criminal

case and that Raheem Grant must prove his innocence?

Respectfully Submitted,

. N2
Behismini A, Mack ~

Attorney for Raheem Grant

Charleston, South Carolina
Date: . -
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STATE OF SOUTH CARCLINA ) IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS
) NINTH JUDICIAYL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON )
' 3
o ) Warrant #: 2019A1010206380
State.af South Carolina, ) Warrant #: 201941020100397
)
) Indictment #: 2020-GS-10-06108
¥, } Indictment #: 2028-G8-10-00107
. _ )
; Raheem Oquendal Grant, );
o - )
; Deferidant, 3
‘ Appearantes
‘ Fot the State:
f Mariana C. Outten, Assistant--Solicitor
| Stephaiie B. Linder, Assistant Solicitor
% For the Defendant;
s ' Benjamin Mack, Assistant Public Defender
’ Karla Martinez, Assistant Public Defender
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COUNTY OF CHARLESTON

I Procetiaral FSONY. e esrmssmmsrssesss stssmssssmsisbessedtgpenisesses

STATE*S PROPOSED WITNESS LIST .coovevnummssimseressmnesporsas

STATE OF SOUTH CARDLINA IN'THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

Warrant #; 2019A1010206380

State of South Caroling, Warrant #: 2019A:1020100397

v, Tndjctment #: 2020-G:8-10-00107

Raheem. Qquendal Gran, - "

)

)

)

)

;

) Incictment #; 2020-G$<10-60108
)

%

) - STATE’SPRETRIAL BRIEF
)

)

Deféendant, |
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
I.  Procedural History
Ou December 7, 2019, at approximately 11:30 pan., Charleston County Consolidated
Dispatch received a report of a carjacking in progress in Parking Lot B atthe James Island
Ca.‘u'ntf Park, in the city-and county of Charleston, On this date, the Hcf}liday Fﬁ.stivalioﬁ Lights
was being held at the James Tsland County Park. The park falls within the City of Chatleston

Police Department’s (“CPD™) jutisdiction, but Charleston County Sheriff’s Office (‘CCS0”)

" bad deputies working the Holiday Festival of Lights off-duty. Because- CCSO deputies were

closer to the soene, they were the fifst respondets, Upon artiving in Parking Lot B, deputies
met with vicfims Jorge Fuentes and April. Ross in reference to the carjacking, By th‘e: time
deputies arrived, the Defendsnt had been subdued by Mr, Fuentes and ah unkrown bystander.
Deputies placed the Defendant in hahdenffs and waited for CPD officers to artive.

When CPD. officers arrived om scene, the Defendant was placed in their custody and
tapsported t6 MUSE for medical treatment. He was chérgcd with Carjacking and Assault &
Battery 1st degree, The Defendant Wa‘s.snbse_que;itly indieted for Catjacking and Assault &

Baitery 1st degree.

I Factual Summary,

On ﬁecember 7, 2019, Jorge Fuentes, April Ross, and their two childrpq“ [
0 =00 it QR -ove from Walterboro, South Carolins, 1o Charleston in order to
attend the anmial Holiday Festival of Lights at the James Island County Park. The Holiday

Festival of Lights has two components; & holiday-themed drive through light show and Santa’s

Viltage. Santa’s Village contains several activities for families such as taking photographs with -

Santa Claus.and making s'motes. I order to access Santa’s Village, attendees mist firstdrive

3






through the lights shiow. Theté are then three different parking lots (A, B, C) where atfendees
¢an park.and then watk to Santa’s Village.

Mr. Fuentes, Ms. Ross, (i@, :nd S} arrived at James Island County Park and
drove around the lights show befare going to Saxita’s Village, primarily so that they could gat
piotures of t‘h‘éir children 'With Santa Claus, They parked their car in Parking Lot B. Ms. Ross
and—. exited the vehicle in order to remove (I stroller fom the tronk, M.
Fuentes got info the tack seat of the vehic’lé to nhange—diapc;r, ‘While Ms. Ross opened.
the trunk and removed the stroler fromithe back, the Defendant came ftom behind her, ran
past her, and got into the driver’s seat of het vehicle, shutting the door behind him. Ms. Ross
approached-the driver's side window, tapped on it, and told the Defendant that he was in the.
wrong vehiole. The Defendant looked at her; stated “this ismy car now,” locked the doars,
ctinked vip the cdz, and.threw it into gear.

Mr. Fuentes, still in'the backseat, teached through the middle of the driver and passenger,
seats and nttentpted to put the car back into park. As he .cam,e’through to the front seat, the
Defendant struck the side of tis head several times, leaving Jacerations on his face and breaking
the left arm of his eyéglasses off cornpletely. Ms. Ross, observing what was going on inside of
the vehicle, began: calling out for help, Ashley Vander Ploeg and Codi Dennis walked up. on
the sgene; When they heard Ms, Ross screaming for help, Ms. Vander Ploeg cailie’c_i 911, At the
same time, Ms, Ross was:able o un'lock' the:vehicle and open the driver’s side :c.ioo'r.‘ j’s;ot:}mtr;
E}?;tandcﬁ"s'é;ﬁv:ghat wagﬁéoing-bn and approached to remove the Defendant from the car. The

Deferidant fought back against the bystander, refusing to get out of the vehi clé, Eventually, the

‘bystander was forcibly able to remove him. Once he was removed, Mr. Fuentes came through





the frorit seat of the vehicle, Mr, Fuenfes and the bystande"r 'were able to s&‘bdua- the: Defendant
until GCSO deputies-amiyed on scexie.

‘When CCSO deputies-arrived on scene, the Defendant was lying face down in the gravel
and sand parking lot, Deputies detainied fhe Defendant. In an effort to identify the Defendant,
deputies searched his person, The only thing located by officers was a debit card in his pocket.
When CPD officers arﬁved- on seene, tliey took custody of the Defendant. Officers with CPD
were able to confirm his identity by running his name through the jail website,

EMS was called to attend to dll ‘parties. Mi. Fuentes ide'clinea medical treatmyent. The
Defenddnt wis transpoited fo MUSC. ¥s, Ross, Mr. Fuentes, Ms. Vander Ploeg, and Ms,
Iennis all remained. on scene and provided both informal and formal statements to. offioers
-which were recqrded, The bystandet who removed the Defendant from the scene was no langer
present when law enforcement arrived, After recelving: t-r-eatment, the Defendant was bocked

at Al Cannon Detention Center in the eirly moming liours of December 8, 2015

STATE’S PRETRIAL MOTIONS
L. Tixclusion of Evidence of Defendant’s Intoxication

The State moves to axclude evidencé the Defendant was intoxicated. at the time of the erime

“because it is irelevant and prejudicial. Further, should ‘sugh testimoniy be.admitted it should have

to come in through the Defendant ot someone else with persanal knowledge,
I the early morning hours of December 8, 2019, the. Defendarit was adniitted to MUSC for

medioal treatment. Physician’s assistant Tessica Leigh Casey ordered an-ethanol aloohol test, which

was performed at 1:42 am. The fesult of the alcghol test was that the Defendant’s blood alcohel A

was 175.4 milligrams per deciliter; This translates to rqﬁ_ghlyn,ls blood aleohol content. This repoit

came by way of a search warrant served by Investigator John Glern with the Ninth Cironit

WA R e WS s et e mee o





Solieitor’s.office, This report does. riot provide information on Wh tésted the sample, ot any other

ind{viduals within MUSC who may have handled it. [t is marked “ETHANOL IS INTENDED

TEST FOR-CLINICAL USE ONLY."

On December 9, 2019, D@tecjitivs‘: Huffman with CPD responded to the Charlestori County
Detention Center to get the Deferidant’s statement. The 'ij—ltﬁrview- ‘began at 3:59 pm. The
Defendant admitys that he *was ¢ tnk a3 hell.” However, he dénies having a drinking probler: and
does not rélay to Detective Hufﬁz]tan what time he: drank on Decetaber 7, nor does he rélay how
muchhe hadto drink: o

When officers responded to the scene on December 7, there was discussion among thern of

whethet the Defendunt may havT, ‘been intoxicated, On seene, no law enforcement personnel
obsetved the smell of alcohpl Ql;l‘l;hf& Deferidant’s. breath, despite the fact that many of thern were
1in close proximity to the Befendmilt. The lay witnesses are also consistent on this point; they did
not sinell any alcohol on the Defe).‘-lxdant, Further, ‘fhei:c +was ho evidence found on the Defendant’s
person that suggested, of that time] he had beén drinking prior tothe fnvident.

The State moves to exclude thly evidence on several grounds: (1) the evidence is not releyant
under Rule 401 because volunfaly.?-ntbﬁaaﬁoh is riot a defense to.Carjacking or Assault & Battery
1st degree; (2) even, if the Conrt dgae_med the.evidence relevant, it shouild be excluded under Rule
403 because it would oonfuse and }nislea the jury; (3) even if the Court finds it.is.’ m.)t-,prejudicial
under Rule 403, the evidence ShOL.I_I& not. come in unless gomeone with personal knowledge is

called 1o testify; (4) the information from MUSC Iab report (as well as the report itself) should be

excluded because there s nd thain of custody; and (5) the MUSC lab report should riot come i

without an expert to explain what t?m Defendant’s fevel of infoxication would have meait.

" A. Releyance of Defendant’s Intoxication






The Defendant’s intoxication is not relevant because: voluntary intoxication is not a.viakhle
defense. it South ‘Catoling, “Relevant evidence is any evidehce having any tendency to makeé the

existence of any fact ihat i of cobsequence to the determination more probable or less piobable

than it would be without the evidence.” Rule 401, SCRE {smphasis added). Evidence which assists

the jury of arrfving at the fruth o'fa‘missue is relevant and admissible, State v. Lyles, 379 8.C. 328,
336-Y, 665 $.E:2d 201, 206 (Ct. App..2008). As 4 threshold matter, the Defendant’s intoxication

does not satisfy the relevance standard. The Defendant carjacked Mr. Fuentes and assaulted him
!

in his car in front of at least four witnesses. Whether of tiot hie was intoxicated at the time does not

make ¥ more ar less likely that ie perpetrated the catjacking or assault-onMr. Puentes.

B. Evidence of the Defendant’s Intoxication would be prejudieial
! .
Even if the Court finds the .évitlf:nc;e of the Defendant’s intoxication to berelevant, it should

be exeluded biscatise it is pefudicial and it would mislead or confuse the jury, "Relevant evidence

may be excluded if its probative value i3 substantially outweighed by the danger of unfar

prejudice,. .confusion ot the issues, or misleading the jury.., Rule 403, SCRE. A party is
prejudiced by the introduction of eyidence that could reasonably influence the:jury’s decision. See.

Lyles, 379 S.C. at 328, 665 S,E.2d at 201, “Unfair prejudice means an undue tendenoy teo suggest

a decision on an fmproper basis.” |li' at 338 (citing State v. Gilchrist, 329 8.C, 291, 496 8.E:2d

| k .
424 (Ct. App: 1998)). “The peneral tule is that voluntary intoxication or use of drugs does not

i
constitute a defense to a crime.” S'ita'te.m Hartfield, 300.8.C. 469, 388 S.E.2d.202. (1990). This is

true regardless of whettier the crimgais one of specific or genéral iritent. State v. Vaughn, 268 S.C,
11.9,, 932 S.E.2d 328 (1977). “Thie|efféct of drunkeiiness is known to: everyone, .and it is as much

of a duty to abstain fioin placing themselves in a condition fiom which such danger to others isto






be apprehended as it is to abstaidl from firing into & crowti or doing any other act likely fo be

attended wifh dangerous o fatal consequences,” Id, at 126.

“  The Defendant cannot, I_ai_,sL. the defense of voluntary in'idxic.ation. Begause thiswould not
constitute 4 defense, aildi;cing evi fence ahout it to come in would o‘nly confuse the juty, Tt conld
also m:slead the jury into behcvui, that this is evidence they s,‘aould take into consideration in the
clehberatmn of their oaszs I Cas;:r where evidence of a Defendant’s intoxication has come.ig, it

is usually to.preve something relcvs:nt {o the crime. Obvlously, this kind of evidence is typically

admitted and hotly debated in frialy for driving under the influence. There are other ¢xamples-

. j'whera the Court has allowed this evxdence in, hut this is glmost always when a Defendant’s

intoxication has some sort of dirett relationship to the crime he is on trial for. This evidence is

often admitted in capital murder trials ‘because {ntoxication is a statutory mitigating gircunstance.

See State v, Bvans, 371 8.C. 27, 637 5.E.2d 313 (2006), Here, Thcrc is nio mtigation for Carjacking '

or Assault & Batfery charges if thelDefendant is intoxicated. The admission of'the evidence would
only proveke sympathy from the jury, or confuse them, and qause them to render their verdiet on
an improper basis;

. - -
C. Personal Knowledge Requirement

3

If fhe Court finds this evid%nce is not prejudicial, the evidence should not come in'unless

itis el1c1ted through the Dcf’cndant or angther witness with persoriaI kajowledge. “A witneéss. tnay
i

not festify to a matter unless evidence is introduced sufficient to support.a finding that the wﬁness-

has perscnal knowledge of the, mattlcr.”' Rule 602, SCRE, *[Wlitnesses may not testify about things -

outside their first-hand 'knowl'edg'e‘ » State v, Gibbs, 431 S,C, 313, 321, 847 SE.2d 495, 499 (Ct.

App, 2020). Here, no officers or w:,tne;sses oh. sceite sinelled aloohiol ori the Defeniddiit’s person.

There is. nt witness testiniony that the Defendant was drinking on December 7. 2019. The only
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evi'de;nce of the Defen&mt"s Statement comes from his statement to Defestive Huffman that he-was
“grunk as hell”, that the hospital fold the Defendant his hload alocho! was 1.8 (which Defective
Huffman had to correst him -aboube and the MUSC blood report.

Puithe, the Défendant shpuld not be yé‘rmiftéd to testify about what he was told at the

hospital. ‘This is hearsay which |does not fit any exception. Unless someong with persenal

.gnowle‘dg‘e of the Defendant’s il?toxicaticm festifies, that evidenge should not be improperly
.adm_itt‘ed through witnesses based Eon hearsay and speculation. - .

ﬁ. Exclusion of MUSC .lalb report and any information derived from it

Even if festimony about thie Defendant’s intoxicafion comes in, the MUSC lab report and
any information detived from it should be exclyded because chaini of custody catiriot be
established, “A party offering intg evidence fungible items such.as drugs. or blood samples must
establish a complete chain of custody as far as practicable.” State v, Rowell, 436 8.C. 54; 870
§'B.2d 175 (Ct. App. 2022). The evidence must d‘emc:rx.}\str_a’cg— “dxeasonable assurance the ¢ondition.
of the items remain the same formy; the time i was obtained until its introduction at trial,” State v,

Hatcher, 392 S.C. 86, 708 §.E.2d1750 (20113, The following factors should be. donsidered when

evaluating ehsin of custody: “the nature of the article, the circumstances surronnding the
preservafion and custody of it, an the lkelihood of intermeddlers tam;_):cri,ng with 1t Id. at 86
(citing United States v De Larosat| 4350 F.2d 1057 (3d cir. 1971).

As a preliminary mattet, the lab report is marked “ETHANOL TEST 1S FOR CLINICAL
USE ONLY " This suggests that the lab report is _n_ét ‘eant to be used. as evidencd in.4 ctiminal
trial. There are a'léo: things on fhis lab Lre:polrt which, without explanation, coﬁd be confusing. For

examiple, there is a portion of the éepoﬁ that says “Flag HA.” There is no indication. on the report

wlhigt this may mean, Does it mean that the Defendant's fest resulf 'was high? -Or does it mean





something ¢lse? Without expart %f‘e.‘s‘t’imony', it’s impossible fo- know. Additionally, this blood
sample was not tested by SLED. ]i3100d samyples are' generally destroyed by MUSC within 24-48
hours. Thus, it is now impossible for the results oni this MUSC lab reporf to be confitmed.
Rurther, there is fio ehain lof custody for'this sample, If does not say on the report who
actually drew the blood, or the person who processed the sample. The only name on, the lab report

is-the PA, who prdeted the test. Without knowing more abaut this bload sample, there is & distinct

possibility that the sample may have been tampered with, or that the results are incorrect, If the
State sought to introduce this répart, we would bave to demonstrate chain of eustody, Which would
include, at a minium; the person %thr took the sdmple and the person who processed it, othe;wis_e;
it would be a violafion of the £oni%ontaﬁon clause. Fairmess demands thaf the defense nof be able
to introduce this report without the same constraints. See State v. Brewer, 438 8.C, 37, 882 SE24d
156 (2022),

E: Requirement of Expert. Testimony

Ifthe MUSC lab report and information defived from it are not excluded, expert testimony -

shiould be requited to interpret dnd explain it to the jury. “If scientific, technieal, ot other
specialized knowledge will assist t%hc trier of fact to understand the evidenseé or to detefmine a faot

in issue, a witness qualified as anjexpert by knowledge, skill, exparience, training, or education
| T . :
may testify thereto in the form, ofe%n‘ opinion, or otherwige.” Rule 702, SCRE, It is up to the Court

to defermine whether the subject inatter is beyond the: ordinary knowledge of the jury. Stafe v,
1
i .

Jones, 417 B.C. 319, 790 S.E2d j]i? {Ct. App.2016), Blood test xesults “shiould be accompanied

by appropriate expert testimony interpreting them...” State v, Priester, 301 S.C. 165, 166, 391

. ' .
S.E.2d 227, 228 (1990) {citing State v. Carrigan, 284 8.C. 610, 328 S.B.2d 119 (Ct- App. 1985)):
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Thiswould ihclude someone who gither a physician or somepne otherwise qualified from: personal,
experience regarding the effects Q{ aloohol on a person. Priester, 3018.C, at. 165.

The medning of 4 blood ‘eliicohol test measured In milligrams per déciliter is. outside the:
!

knowledge of the average 'ge.rsanl In his stateieiit to Detective Huffman, the Deferidant said he

wag “drutik as hell” and that he'wals- told as the hospital that his blood alcohol content was 1.8, He

had to be corrected by Detective Hlufﬁ'ﬂafi that 1.8 would bé lethal, If the Defendant Himself didn’t
understartd, the meaning of his hl’oad alcohol content as explained by a medical professional,
neither will the average juror, If the repor, or any infofrhation. froim :it‘,' is admitted into _enfidenc;e
without any expert testimony to -c?ntextﬁalize- it, the jury will have no proper basis to judge what
the impact of the infoxivation on the Defendant. Thus, the report dnd &l mentions of its contents

should be excluded from ew';dence?

t
. IL Statement-of the Defendant

The State moves to be able fo introdiice the statement made by the Defendant to Detective

Huffiiian on December 9, 2012 bebause it was voluntarily given auid the Deferidant was properly

Mirandized. “The process of determining whethet a staterment is voluntary, and thus admigsible,

is bifurcated; it involves the determinations by both the judge and jury.” State v. Miller, 375 8.C,
370,652 S.E.2d 444 (Ct App. ;ZO'OE'JL.Tliejudge miust fiist conduct an evidentlary hearing outsidg

the presence of thé jury where the State must show the statement was voluntarily made by a.

preponderance of the evidence, Idl (eifing Jackson v. Denna, 378 U.S. 3568 (1964)), A statement

obtained as-aresult of a custodial interrogation is admissible when the Defendant is advised of and

volantarily waives hi$ rights. Id. (ci,i‘ﬁng Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U8, 436 (1966)). If a suspect i
. i .
advised of his rights and m_akes; a staternent, it is afdmissible if the State can show by 2

prepon&enancq— of the evidence Y.Lat his rights wert ‘voluntarily waived. Id. Voluntariness is

l
!
: 11
|
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determined, by looking at the tota'li;t_y of the circumstances. Id. Thé test is whetherthe Defendant’s

will is overborne by the circumstinces surrounding the glven statement, taking into account the

characteristies of the accused and detalls of the interrogation, Id,

The Defendant gave his staterment while inctrcerated at Al Cannon Detention Center, Before

Tetective Huffman met with the I
he wanted tg speak; to him. The De
Before any interrogation began,
provided the Defendant with a st
Detective Huffthan read hirh his 1
and asked.the Defendant if he und

as to each one of his rights. He a

efendant, he asked to have jail personnel confirm with hirathat

fenttant ¢ould haverefused to speak with detective at that time.

Detective Huffinan advised the Defendant of his rights. He

indard CPD Miranda card so fhat he could read along while
ghts out.loud. Detective Huffman read each right individually
erstood-after each one. The Defendant responded affirmatively

so signed. the Miranda: oard. Detective Huffiman also inguired

with the Dﬁfendant background mformanon such as where he lived and what his otcupation was.

His answers were normal and consistent with someorie who was not intoxicated, mentally ill, ot

otherwise incapable of giving a vo&untaxy statement,

) . ] . . o
About five and a half minutes itito the statement, the Defendant says “I don’t want to-talk about.

nothing else, that’s. what. happenad.” “When a. suspect fnvokes his right to remain silent, law

enforcement officers must scrupulously honor it State v, Aleksy, 343 8.C. 20, 538 S.E.2d 248

(2000). However, before: law enforcement officers are required to discontinug guestioning, the

suspect must clearly articulate his desire to end the niterrogation. Id. (citing Davis v. United States,

discoritinue gustioning. Aleksey,:

512708, 452 (1994)). “[Tihat’s all I'vé got to "Say, is not an unequivocal invocation of his-right to

1343 8.C. at 31, In context, the statemient may be ambighous;

indicating a desire to discontinne qluestio_rﬁhg_ or simply the end of his story. Id.

12






Here, Detective Huffman and the Defendant were engaged in g bask.and forth right before he

said “that’s all I've. got to say.” The portion immediately before this statement was:

Deéferidant: I was drunk man, { was drunk as hell,

Detective Huffthant

Qkay, so you were.drunk when it happened?

Defendant: Yeah, arnd 1 jumped in the ar, jump in the pat; and tried.

to crank up. the cat

.no, I never cranked up the car; ot nothing, and

some dude:in the backseat started punching me saying this was his
car, dnd we startad. arguing aboiit whose car it was and then

finaudible] ... and
Detective Huffinan begins to

Defendant’s version of events, The

to hear what the Defendant is S.a}liﬂg’ on the audio. recording, except at the: end he says “thaf's

m bloody

ask a follow up question to -ascefiain mere details of the

Defendant begins to talk over Detective Huffman. Itis difficult

everything I want to talk about. I &on’t‘ want 1o say nothing else”, Détective Huffman then says,

“where did it happen at?” and the Defendant replies “I don't want to talk dtiout nothing else. I

don’t want to falk about nothing el§e, but that’s wba’t happened. Detective Huffman then says *you.

don’t want to fell me where it happened?“ The Defendant replies “I don’t want to talk about

nothing else. I'm done alking. Thée entire exchange lasted about forty-five secoiids, most of which.

- - [
time the Defendant and Detective Huffman weie talking over ach other.

Refore Detective Huifinan can
to him which is inandible. Detecti

hear him. The Defendant doss not

wani to talk anymore? Can | af lead

respond fo the Defendant, the Defendant says something else

ve Huffman asks him to repeat what he said. because he didn’t

it repest fo you, what you said to me?” in order to make sure he

has acourately understood the Defendant’s version of events. Detective. Huffman proceeds fo

i
repeit the Defendant’s stafement liaack to him, asking one follow up question. Tnstead of saying

that he doesn’t want.to talk anymdire, the Defendant responds to this guestion. The tine from the

first “I don’t want to talk anyrorey

bt e 8 e e e —

" to the Deferidant reinitisfing contact is less than two minutes.

13
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The Defendant talky over Detectivie Huffman, making it diffiult for hitl to fully undeistand what

statement, he begins to talk again

silent.

This can be confrasted with the portion of the statement which takes place a few minutes later, -

ths Deféndaiit is asking for. Further, as sogn as Detective Huffinan tries to clarify the Defendant’s
_ . i _ )

This is not an unambigyous invoeation vf his right to remain

around eleven minutes and fifty seconds into the statemént, The Defendant says “1'm done talking,

Youkept asking me questions and [’m done talking” Deteotive Huffman replies, “okay; you don’t

want- to: say anything elss?” The Defendant eonfirms this, and Detective. Huffiman ends the

interrogation This shows that had

the Defendant uriambignously invoked his right to remain fo

silent earlier in the interview, Detdotive Huffinan would have honored it, Under thie totality of the

circumstances, the State has show

Thus, the State should be permitte

n the Defendant knowingly and veluntarily walved his rights,

1 to introduce the Defendant’s statement.

III. Exclusion of Evidence from after the Carjacking

Evidencerabnﬁt vhat happened after the carjacking should be exchuded becanse 1t is both

irrelevant and prejudicial, As state

1 above, relevant evidenee is “evidence having-any tendency to
s . y

make the existence of any fact ¥

at is of congequence to the determination of the agtion more

probable or less probabie than it vould be without the evidence.” Rule 401, SCRE. All relevant

evidence is admissible. Rule: 402,l SCRE, However, “relevant evidence may be: excluded if its

probative value is substantially oJfWa‘ighcd by the danger of unfait prejudice. ..confision of the

issues, or misleading the jury...” Rule 403, SCRE. “Unfair prejudice tmeans an undue tendency to

suggest 4 decision. onran fmproper

‘While the carjacking was

basis.” Lyles, 379 8.C. 338 (citing Gilvhrist, 329 8.C. at 261).

still ongoing, the Defendant was removed foreibly from the

vehicle by & bystander. Witness testinony establishes that hie did not easily get out from the car,

| | -
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He resisted all-verbal and physical !?attempts tb be removed from the vehicle, Onee he was removed,
he continued fo engage physicaﬂ%- with: fhe bystander and eventually Mr. Fuesites ag well, Wi,
Fiientes and the bystander had to Lr‘ce‘. the Defendant down into the gravel patking lot in order to
subdye him before law enforcemeint ardved, The Defendant. sustained injurigs, both as a result of
the altercation, -énd‘the gravel in the parking lot, The Defendant’s injuries were photographed by
CPD at the hospital.

The altercation between the Deféndant} the bystander, a‘ndﬂMr. Fuentes is not relevant, By
all witness. é_ccounts, the altercation took place once the Defendant was mmovgd from the vehich—.
By 'the; time the Deféndant was removed from ﬁi.a: vehicle, the eatjacking was ostensibly over,
Whatever happenéd’ onfside the vehicle; once the: Defendant had *been removed from it, has no
heafing on what happened inside the yehicle on that night.

Howe%er, if the Counf finds thit the evideiice is relevant, ¢ should.still be excluded as unduly
| prejudictal, For Aoﬁe, the bystander was never identified, and Mr. Fuentes is now deceased. Any
testimony about the alteroation :ou"is,i'de the vehicle: would be ificomplete, atid the State would not
have the ability to propeily réb‘ult it Further, it could vause the jury to feel sympathstio to ‘the
Defendant and acquit him not bedause they don’t thmk he is gilty, .bu;t because they think he
ﬁoesn‘-"t deserve to be convicted affer the altereation. Thus, evidenge In the form of testimony &s.

well as crime scene photographs of the Defendant’s injuries shonid 'be: excluded or severely

limited,

IV.  Internal Affairs Ma-tt:l,rs,

It is the State’s understanding tlim,t.'the; defense intends 10 introduce portions of Internal Affaixs
| .
files from officers and deputies whp responded to the.orime scene on Decerriber 7, 2019, The State

respectfully requests an in camerahearing before any officer a‘gﬁinst whom suoh material will be

15
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Respectfillly submitted,
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STATE OF SOUTH CARQLINA

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON

State of South Carolina,.

2
Raheem Oquendal Grant,

Defendant.

IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS
NINTH JUDICGIAL CIRCUIT

‘Warrant #: 2019A1010206380
Warrant #: 2019A1020100397

Indictment #: 2020-G8-10-00108
Indictment #; 2020-G8-10-00167

STATE'S PROPOSED WITNESS LISE

The State anticipates its case-In-chi
witriesses:
April Ross
Ashlgy Vander Ploeg

Codi Dennis

Detective Iyeas Huffman CChaﬂes!ton Police Department)
]

Detective Tanya Duby '(Charlestmailjolice Department)

|

Officer Zachary Ansar} (C'harlesto%j Police Department)
Randal Unferbrink, (formerly Char-ﬁes‘ton Police Department).

Qfficet Brandon Windham -(Chaxle;ston Police Department)

© Detective Michael Galka (Charleston Police Depaitment)

T
[

R A

gaoY LSHA

e K
3

A0 w3l
qo g R €7 g4l

Lunnd

Sergeant Mary Beth Auer _(Charleslton County Sheriff’s Office)

17

Deputy Robert Haglip (Charleston County Sheriff’s Office)
i
|
E

af'16 last one.and & half days. The following is a list of potential
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Meriatia C. Outten

Adssistant Solicitor

CFILED

JpiFER 28 P 358

LI J. ARVSTRONG
CLERK jvig Oaam%
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA|! ¥ IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS.
S ) NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON )
)
) Warrant #: 2019A1010206380 2
State: of South Carolina, ) Waitant #: 2019A41020100397 =< HE B oy
) U B = - .
() Indiotment#2020-G51000104 B wE
v. i ) Indictment # 2020-GS-10-00107, o © - L.
) o% T
Raheem Oquendal Grant, ) C’% i:o L]
) =T
Deferidant. ) | & ¥
| STATE’S PROPOSED VOIR DIRE
1. Have you, or any member of your family or a personal friend been the. victim of any violent

10.

1L

. Have yun, or any member

cfime?

of your fanaily or a personal friend been accused of & violent

crime?

. Hays you or any mermber

your family or a personal friend been. incarcerated?

. Is there acyone fhiat has previciisly been a Witness inf & civil or ctithinal ease?

. Have you or any member of your family or a personal friend had any criminal charges

adjudicated by or curzently|pending with the Ninth Circuit Solicitor’s Office?

Have you, your relatives. pr your close friends. had any contact with law enforcement
officials that might affect your yiew of law enforcement?

Have you or any member df your family ever been represented by Benjamin Mack;, Karla

Martinez, ot the Charlesto

Counity Public Defender’s Office?

Have you gver been to the HdI{day Festival of Lights at James Island County Park?

Woutld any meniber of the jlry panel tave any problem following the law as theFudge eitey
it to you, even if you believe it is inappropriate or unfair?

Do you have any pe_rsona‘l,! political, or religious belief or convictions that would make it
difficult for you to sit in judgment of another person?

Your duty, if selected as a juror, is to judge gnilt or innocence based on'the evidence, It is
th duty, as judge, to determine punishinent if you vote guilfy, The law does hot permit
you to oonsider the issue of|punishment because thete aie-fastors having nothing fo do with

this trial that will determjn%;
“not guilty™ no matter what
in-a prison sentence?

lenience or harshness. Is there anybody here- who would vote
the evidence indicates, merely because this crime may result

19
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12, Do yon know any ¥eason

impartial verdict?

’

-

Latian

2T, Cutten

Assistant Solictor
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COFILED -
STATE OF SOUTH ﬁﬁRF%L A ) INTHBCOURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS
FEB27 AMl¢ | BNINTH JUDICIAL GIRCUIT - -

COUNTY OF CHARMESEGN: pracdnans. . o .
' cﬁg%f}" é%&%%”g Warrant #: 2019A1016206380

oL ) ‘Warrant #; 2019A1020100397
State of South CarolirBy —¥ELN_ 3 :
) Indictment #: 2020-GS-10-00108
) Indictment #: 2020-GS-10-00107 .
\ )
) State’s Response to Assistant Solicitors Qutten
Raheen Oquendal Grant, ) and Linder Being Named as Defense Wiinesses
) and Defense’s Specific Discovery Request
Defendant, )

- Introduction

The State respeotfully submits this Memorandum in response to the Defense’s updated pretrial brief
naming Assistant Solicitors Mariana C. Outten and Stephanie B. Linder as defense witnesses and the
Defense’s Specific Discovery Request, The State respectfully requests that Assistant Solicitors Qutten and
Linder be removed from the Defense’s witness list and that the Defense’s M(‘J’doﬁ for Specific Discovery
be denied,

On December 8, 2019, the Defendant was arrested for Carjacking and Assault & Battery 1st degree.
In late October 2023, a plea was scheduled in this matter in front of Judge Young, The plea did not go
forward and the Defendant indicated that he wanted to proceed to trial. On November 16, 2023, Assistant
Solicitor Qutten indicated to Assistant Public Defendant Benjamin Mack that she would be handling
prosecution of the case. Discussion ensued about scheduling the case for frial. On January 23, 2023,
Assistant Public Defonder Mack asked whether it would be acceptable to allow the case to “roll over” onto -
the February 27, 2023 trial docket. Assistlant Solicitor Outten agreed and began preparing for trial,

On January 25, 2023, Assistant Solicitor Outter reached out to Assistant Public Defender Mack to
provide him with some updates on the case. These updates included that the State had met with witnesses

April Ross and Ashely Vander Ploeg and that their statements were consistent with statements they gave to





Jaw enforcement at the time of the incident.! Almost immediately, Assistant Public Defender Mack began
asking Assistant Solicitor Outten, both on the phone and over ermail whether she would provide any sort of
notes or report regarding her meetings with these witnesses. Assistant Solicitor Ontten repeatr;dlf agserted
that she did not prepars any sort of r;aport as a result of this meeting, that the meeting was not recorded, and
that her notes were privileged work product under Rule 5(a)(2), SCCrimP,

On February 23, 2023, the State filed its pretrial brief. In the factual recitation, the State recounted
that the Defendant told witneés April Ross, “this is my ca.r now.” Assistant Public Defender Mack reached
out to Assistant Solicitor Outten that same day and again requested a rapbrt on the meeting with April Ross.
On February 24, 2023, Assistant Solicitor Outten replied “...there was. no report w.ritten during trial prep
with April Ross nor was it recorded” and “April’s story has been consistent,”

Out of an abundance of caution, Assistant Solicitor Qutten r‘eviewed her notes from meetings with
April Ross, as well as the statement April Ross gave to Detective Gaika with the Charleston Police
Department on December 7, 2019. It took place immediately following the carjacking, and it was the only
time April Ross was interviewed by law enforcement. If should be noted that this statement was only nine
minutes long. Upon review, Assistant Solicitor Qutten discovered that atno time had April Ross been asked
if the defendant said anything to her when the defendant was in her vehicle? Thus, the statement made by
the Defendant constituted an additional detaii‘ to Ms. Ross’s statement, and her statement was 31;i11
consistent. Assistant Solicitor Outten elso discovered that at the most recent trial prep meeting she had

asked Ms. Ross whether she had witnessed the defendant r_issault Mr, Fuentes in the vehicle. Ms. Ross

! Assistant Solicitor Outten copied Assistant Selicitor Linder and Investigator Jonathan Glenn with the 9th Circuit
Solicitor’s Office on this email. The email asserted “we” have spaken to witnesses, implying that both Assistant
Solicitor Linder and Investigator Glenn were present for all conversations,

2 Detoctive Galka asked Ms, Ross whether the defendant said anything to her when he ran past her and jumped in
her car, and whether the defendant said anything when he was forcibly removed from the vehicle by a bystander.
Ms. Ross responded in the negative, whioh is consjstent with what she relayed to the State in trial preparation
meetings,





responded affirmatively. This is also an additional detail, as Ms. Ross was never asked by Detective Galka
whether she witnessed an assault.?

On February 24, 2023, Assistant. Solicitor Outten informed Ass;istant Public Defender Mack via
email “[blased on my thorough review of April’s recorded statemnent and my notes from our qzeetings, April
has provided two additional details: Defendant said “this is my car now” when she knocked on the window;
she witnesseld the defendant hit Jorge in the car.”

- Anzlysis
1. Defense’s addition of Assistant Solicitors Outten énd Lindex to his witness list

The State respectfully requests that Assistant Solicitors Outten and Linder be removed from the
Defense’s witnesses list 6:1 the ground that they are not necessary witnesses. “A lawyer shall not act as an
adVO;:ata at trial in which the lawyer is likely to be necessary witness.” SCACR Rule 407, Rule 3.7(z)
(emphasis supplied). “The tribunal has the proper objection when the trier of fact may be confused or misled
by a lawyer serving as an advocate or witness,” 1d, at cmt, 2. This is for the protection of the tribunal. Id.

The South Carolina Court of Appeals has held “[a]n attorney is ‘likely to be a necessary witness’” when
the ‘attorney’s testimony is relevant to disputed, material questions of fact’, and ‘there is no evidence
available to prove those facts.” Fine Housing Inc. v, Sloan, 431 8.C, 499, 848 S.B.2d 581 (Ct. App. 2020)
(citing Brooks v. 8.C. Comm’n on Indigent Def, 419 8.C. 319. 797 8.E2d 402 (Ct. App. 2017)). Federal
Courts have arrived at the same conclusion when dealing with the necessity of a Tawyer’s testimony, In

ilis-Hausmann v. McNally 8.C., the United States District COI'IIT for the Southern Distri;:t of Indiana
interproted the meaning of “necessary witness” as it was used in Indiana’s Rule of Professional Conduct
3.7, which is identical to the South Carolina Rule. 992 E.Supp.2d 885 (2014). The court found “if the
- evidence that would be offered by having an opposing counsel testify can be elicited through any other

means, then the attorney’s testimony is not ‘necessary.” Id. (emphasis supplied).

3 Ms. Ross was asked if she saw anything happening in the car (with no specificity asto timing) and she responded
in the negative.





The practice of calling prosecutors as witnesses in cases they are prosecuting is disfavored in South
Carolina. State v, Inman, 395 S.C. 539, 720 $.E.2d 31 (2011), The propriety of allowing a prosecutor to
testify is largely left within the trial court’s discretion, Id. Prosecuting attorneys” testimony has not been
allowed except in cases whers it is made necessary by the circumstances of the case.‘_Iii_, The testimony
must be relevant and material to the theory of the defense and mﬁst not be privileged. Id, (citing Johnson v,
State, 23 Md.App. 131, 326 A.2d 38 (Md.Ct.Spec.App. 1974) (citing State v. Lee, 203 S.C. 536,208 S.E.2d
402 (1943))).

Assistant Public Defender Mack indicated in his brief as well as in emails to the Court and the State
that the purpose of calling Assistant Solicitors Outten and/or Linder is based on his belief that they are in
possession of discoverable information, Assistant Solicitor Gutten has repeatedly asserted to Assistant
Public Defender Mack that she is not in the possession of a report or audio recording of her meeting with
April Ross. She has indicated that she possesses notes from these meetings. As will be discussed more fully
below, Assistant Solicitor Qutten’s notes from a witness mesting are not discoverable under Brady vs.
Maryiand or Rule 5, SCRCrimP.

Assuming, for the sake of argument, that Assistant Publio Defender Mack mtends to call Assistant
Solicitor Outten or Assistant Solicitor Linder to the stand in order to establish that a meeting took placs,
the.y would not be necessary witnesses to this fact, As Assistant Public Defender Mack is awars, Investigator
Jonathan Glenn with the Ninth Circuit Solicitor’s office was present for the duration of both meetings with
April Ross. Thus, any testimony that could be elicited about the fact that a meoting took place could be
elicited from Investigator Glenn. Therefore, Assistant Solicitors Outten and Linder are not necessary

witnesses,
. Defense’s Specific Discovery Request

The State respectfully requests that the Defense’s Motion for Specific Discovery be denied because the

State has fully complied with Brady v. Maryland and Rule 5, SCCrimP. Under Brady, prosecutors are

required to disclose evidence favorable to the accused whether the evidence is material to oither guilt or

4





punishment. 373 U.S. 83 (1973). Prosecutors “may not suppress material evidence.” U.8. v, Apurs, 427
U.S. 97 (1976). The standard for disclosure is not “any information which might affect the jury’s verdiet.”
1d. at 109. [Prosecutors] are under no duty to report sua sponte to the defendant all that they iearn about the
case and their witnesses.” Id,

Under Rule 5, SCRCrimP, the State is required to disclose certain evidence to the defense. However,
there is an exception for “reports, me:m‘)randa, and other internal prosecution documents made by the
attorney for the prosecution or other prosecution agents in connection with the investigation or prosecution
of the State.”” Rule 5(a)(2), SCRCrimP; State v. Meyers, 359 $.C. 40, 596 S.E.2D 488 (2004). Further, the
State is not.required to disclose the statement of any witness until after the witness has testified on direct
examination. Id. In order to establish a violation under m or Rule 5, the Defendant must establish that -
the evidence the State failed to disclose was (1) favorable to the defendant; (2) in possession of or known

to the state; (3) suppressed by the State; (4) material to guilt or punishment. State v. Frazier, 304 8.C, 213,

715 S.B.2d 650 (Ct. App. 2011). Bvidence is material if there is a reasonable probability that it will affect
the outcome of the proceedings. Id.

As a threshold matter, the Defendant has failed to establish any sort of Brady or Rule 5 violation because
the State has now disclosed the additional details provided by Ms. Ross in trial preparation meetings, This
was done out of fairness, not because the State has any obligation to provide such material, Based on the
Defendant’s representations, it appears that he believes Ms. Ross has “completely changed her story” and
he_: would like additional detail of what Ms. Ross said in meetings with the State. Specifically, in 2 February
25, 2023 email from Assistant Public Defender Mack to Assistant Solicitor Outten he seeks details of the
assault, the context of the threat, when the meeting took place, who was at the meeting, and why Ms. R(;ss's
story changed.

First, the State completely disagrees with the Defendant’s contention that Ms. Ross’s story has
“completely chan ged.” The details of her story are consistent, save the two details whi ch the State disclosed.
These two details are hardly groundbreaking, In her statement to Detective Galka, Ms, Ross states that the
Defendant ran past her and jumped in the driver’s seat of her car. She states that she approached the driver’s

3





side window, knocked, and indicated to that the Defendant he was in her car. The difference between her
story then and now is that she now says that the Defendant said, “this is my car now"” when she knocked on

| the window. This is hardly a complete change. There is alraédy evidence which has been disclosed to the
Defense that the Defendant said “this is my car.” The addition of one word is hardly a cﬁange.

Ms. Ross also now asserting that she witnessed the Defendant assault J orge Fuentes within the vehicle.

She was never asked by Detective Galka whether she wifmessed the assault in the car, likely because, at that
time, no one anticipated that Mr, Fuentes would not be available for trial. Further, the Defendant has been
on notice that the State is alleging an assault took place in the car on December 7, 2019. There is ample
discovery on this point, including law enforcement reports and Mr, Fuentes’s recorded statement, both of
which were provided to the defense, Further, the Defendant was indicted for Assault & Battery- 1st degree,
Thus, the information that an assault ocoutred inside the oar is not brand new. The only change is that Ms.
Ross can testify to it.

As to the further details the Defendant seeks, he should not be permitted to go on a fishing expedition
through the State’s non-discoverable work product based on a non-specified belief that there may be
discoverable information. Now that he is on the notice of the additional details, he has had ample time to
prepare a cross examination on the potential changes which can account for the details he seeks. He is also
free to cross examine Ms. Ross on why these dcltaiis were added.

Conclusion
Based on the foregqing, the State respectfully requests that Assistant Solicitors Outten and Linder be.
removed from the Defense’s Witness list and that the Defense’s Motion for Specific Discovery be denied.

Respectfﬁlly submitted,
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DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: This is Detective Huffman, City of
Charleston Police Department.. It is December 9th at 3:59 PM.
I'm at the Charleston County Detention Center, Intake, inside
of their interview room. I’1l be speaking with Raheem Grant.
What’ s your middle name, Raheem? .

RAHEEM GRANT: OfQuendal.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Okay. About an incident that
occurred, I guess a couple days ago. The cése number is 19-.
18636, First thing'fi£st; here's your Miranda Warning card,
if you want to read that with me, .all right. 1I'm gonna reéd
them out loud, each of them, okay?

After T read each one, I'm gonna ask you if you
understand. If you understand; tell me, yes, I understand,
okay? If. you don’t understand, ask me and I‘11l explain it to
you. Any questions about that?

RAHEEM GRANT: No.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: All right. You have the right to
remain siient, do you uhderstand?

RAHEFM GRANT: Yes.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Anything you say can and will be used
against you in a court of law, do you unders£and that? |

RAHEEM GRANT: Yes.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: You have the right to talk with a
lawyer and have him present during questioﬁing. Do you

understand?
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RAHEEM GRANT: Yes.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: If you cannot afford to hire a
lawyer, one will be appointed-to represent you before any
questioning, if you wish one. Understand?

RAHEEM GRANT: Yes.

'DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: If you decide to answer questions
without a lawyer present, you have the right to‘stop answering
questions at any time you so choose. Do you understand all
your rights?

RAHEEM GRANT: Yes.

' DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: All right. So, we’re gonna sign
this. Again, this is just saying that at 4:00 PM on today, I
read you your rights, okay. It doesn’t mean that you’re
admitting to anything. It just means that you understand each
of those rights that I read you, okay?

RAHEEM GRANT: {crosstalk]

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: If you.could sign right there for me.
Right there. [pause] ‘Thank you. I"11 take that back. All
right. So, obviously, we're here because of an incident that
happened that you got arrested for, right?

RAHEEM GRANT: | Right. |

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: All right. This is your opportunity
to kind of tell me what happened. You know-—-

RAHEEM GRANT: It been a big misunderstanding,

really.
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DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:

RAHEEM GRANT:

B-N-T,

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:
RAHEEM GRANT:
DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:
RAHEEM GRANT:
DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:
RAHEEM GRANT: .
DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:
RAHEEM GRANT:
DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:

RAHEEM GRANT:

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:

?

RAHEEM GRANT:
DETECTIVE HUFEMAN:
RAHEEM GRANT:
DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:
RAHEEM GRANT:

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:

RAHEEM GRANT:

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:

It wasg a misunderstanding? Okay.

Well, first things first, spell your full name for me.

R-A-H-E~E~M, O-'-Q-U-E-N-D-A-L, G-R-

Date of birth?
"
Yep.

And current address?

o

Yeah. ’
R

Any apartment number?

All right. What’s the zip code
How about a phone number for you?

And-do you currently work anywhere?
No, not right now.

Okéy. When you do work, do you have

a trade or anything that you normally do?

Yeah. Concrete.

Concrete.
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RAHEEM GRANT: [inaudible]

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: All right. All right. So, go ahead,
you said it’s kind of a misundersﬁanding. Can you--can you
help me understand what happened?

' RAHEEM GRANT: Tt’s a lot I can’t really recall you
know, but anyway, I thought—~¥ﬁ i

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Do you “remember what day it ha:ppaned
oﬁ, let’s start with that. Today’s Monday.

RAHEEM GRANT: [pause] I don’t know, Saturday,
something like that. o

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Saturday, okay. All right.

RAHEEM GRANT: erah,iso they tiréd to jump in my car
and somebody was sitting;%ﬂ the car;. And then, like they
started punching me and’sﬁuff like that, you know what I'm
saying.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Okgy. What kind of car do.you have?

RAHEEM GRANT: I been driving my girlfriend rental.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Girlfriend’s rental, what’s your

11

girlfriend’s name?

RAHEEM GRANT: [pause]

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Réheem, what’s your gi?lfriend’s
name? |

RBHEEM GRANT: I call her Tutu.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: What’s her real name though?

RAHEEM GRANT: I don’t know her real name,
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DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:

RAHEEM GRANT:

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:

RAHEEM GRANT:

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:

RAHEEM GRANT:

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:

RAHEEM GRANT:

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:

RAHEEM GRANT:

hell.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:

happened.

RAHEEM GRANT:

Okay. So, her rental car?
Yeah, silver car.

A silver cax.

Uh huh.

gilver car, or SUV?

Car.

Car. Do you know what type?
I can’t recall fight now.
Ckay.

T been drunk man, I been drunk as
Okay. So you were drunk when it

And I jump in the car—jump in the

car, I try to crank up the car. You know, I never cranked the

car or nothing. Some dude in the backseat and he started

punching me and he saying it’s his car. We start arguing

about who car it is. And then, next thing I know, shit, I'm

bloody.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:

to~-

RAHEEM GRANT:

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:

RAHEEM GRANT:

Okay. So, how did—how did you get

[crosstalk]
Where did it happen at?

That’s all I really want to talk

about, I don’t want to say nothing else.
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DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: No, I just sald, do you remember what
the actual location?

RAHEEM GRANT: I don’t'want to talk about nothing
else. I don‘t want to talk about nothing else, but that’s
what happened.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: You don’t want to tell me where it
happened?

RAHEEM GRANT: " I don’t want to talk about nothing
else, I'm done talking. You feel me.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: I‘m just—I'm just asking--

RAHEEM GRANT: [crosstalk] back together,

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: I’ﬁ sorry, I didn’t hear you. I
didn’t hear what you said, I'm sorry. [pause] So, you don’t
want to talk anymore? Can I just repeat what you said, told
me, that’s all?

So, you said, you got into what you thought was your
girlfriend’s car, which is a rental car. And you thought it
was yours and fou tried to turn it on and soﬁe guy—where—where
did he come from? Do you remember where he came from? He
started hitting you.

RAHEEM GRANT: Somebody -come from the backseat and
then somebodf pulled me like, out the car. The car never got
cranked or none of that, you know.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: So, again, I wasn’t there, so this is

what I‘m:trying to ask you, when you say he came from the
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backseat, did he reach over the seat or did he come from and
then [crosstalk]

RAHEEM GRANT: I don’t even remember., I know I was
trying to damn—trying to crank up my car and fuckin’ music on
and stﬁff. And then, shit--

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Okay. You had been drinking a lot?

RAHEEM GRANT: Yeah.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Okay. About how much you had to
drink that day, you remember?

RAHEEM GRANT: No.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: I mean, was it a lot, a little? I
mean—-

RAHEEM GRANT: I know there’s some alcochol—it was
1.8, 1.8 something like that.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: A 0.187?

RAHEEM GRANT: No, 1.8.

DETECfiVE HUFFMAN: You talking about blood alcohol
level?

RAHEEM GRANT: Yeah.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: It would be a 0.18, not a 1.8. 1.8
wouid be too.muchi So, where did you get that tested at, at
the hospital?

RAHEEM GRANT: [crosstalk] Yeah.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Ohf okay, when they treated you?

RAHEEM GRANT: Yeah.
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DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Okay.

RAHEEM GRANT: And that’s what I don’t want to talk
about man.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: No worries man, do you remember what
the guy loocked like that was in the car?

RAHEEM GRANT: No.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: No?

RAHEEM GRANT; T don’t remember nothing really.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Okay. Was your girlfriend with you
at the time? I mean, you said you were in her car, I'm just
wondering was she with you?

RAHEEM GRANT: She been out there somewhere, I don’t
know where Ehe fuck she been at.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Okay. So, what type of location was
it?

RAHEEM GRANT: Man, we was at the Lights on Jdames
Island. We went to a festival.

' DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: At the Lights.

RAHEEM GRANT: We went to the festival.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: The Light Festival?

'ﬁAHEEM GRBNT : feah.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: All right. Do you know how long you
were out there before all this happened?

RAHEEM GRANT: No, I don’t know none of that. That

night we been having fun.
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DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Okay. Been drinking out there, is
that'where you got drunk at or had you already been drinking
before you got there.

RAHEEM GRANT: We already been drinking.

DETECTIVE HUFEMAN: Already been drinking?

RAHEEM GRANT: Yeah.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Okay. Do you always drink a lot or
is it just happened because you were having fun?

RAHEEM GRANT: We always drink a lot.

DETECTIVE HUFFMBN: You drink a lot.

RAHEEM GRANT: Yeah.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Would you say you got a problem? [
mean, is it something that you black out with or anything?

RAHEEM GRANT: No, uh-uh.

DETBCTIVE HUFFMAN: No.

RAHEEM GRANT: No.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Okay.

EAHEEM GRANT; I usually handle my liquor pretty
well. It just been—man, it just been a misunderstanding. It
must have—I thought I got in my whip, so. You know, I thought
it been my car, so. That’s all. |

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Okay.

RAHEEM GRANT: It's so much damn cars out there, so0

you know.
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DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:

RAHEEM GRANT:

the backseat.

you'?

shit

like.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:

RAHEEM GRANT:

DETECTIVE HUFEFMAN:

RAHEEM GRANT:

too.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:

RAHEEM GRANT:

DETECTIVE HUFEFMAN:

RAHEEM GRANT:

DETECTIVE HUEFMAN:

happened?

a58.

RAHEEM GRANT:

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:

RAHEEM GRANT:

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:

RAHEEM GRANT:

10

Sure. [pause}l Do you remember the—

you said the guy came from the backseat or something, right?

He come from behind me, somewhere in

All right, and he started hitting

Uh huh.
Anybody else?

Some dude pull me out the car and

Same guy that was in the back seat?
Different dude.

Okay. Remember what he look like?
No, I don’t remember what he looked
S0, once you got pulled out, what

Shit, they whipped my muthafuckin’

They did, is that what you said?
Yeah.
Both of them or just one?

Both of them.
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DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:
the hospital, you said
what happened to you?

RAHEEM GRANT:

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:

RAHEEM GRANT:
whatever.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:

RAHEEM GRANT:

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:

RAHEEM GRANT:

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:
nose, lacerations.

RAHEEM GRANT:

DETECTIVE HUFEFMAN:

RAHEEM GRANT:

i1

Okay. I know you said you went to

you had like 'a 0.18 BAC. What all,
Lacerations, broken nose. My thumb.

What happened to your thumb?

It’s sprained or broken, I guess, or

Anything else?

No, that’s it.

You said lacerations?
Broken nose and all that.

Uh huh. So, sprained thumb, broken

Uh huh.
Anything else? Concussion, anything?

No, I just had to get stitches and

all kinda shit, well—they wanted to give me stitches, but I

tell them to put—just,

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:

T don't want stitches, so they glued--

So, that’s why you have the

butterflies and stuff on?

RAHEEM GRANT:

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:

Yeah. Uh huh.

Okay. So, do you remember how you

got down there to the festival?

RAHEEM GRANT:

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN:

Yeah, I ride with my girl.

So, she drove you.
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RAHEEM GRANT: Uh huh.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Okay. And you don’t know what kind
of car it was? |

RAHEEM GRANT: Man it been a silver little small car
man, I can’t remember-—

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: A silver small car?

RAHEEM GRANT: Yeah.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Do you Enow where the rental was
from? ILike, Entexrprise Rental, Avis, do you remember which
one?

RAHEEM GRANT: I'm done. I feel like you trying to
get me, you know, I done.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: No, I’'m just trying to see what--

RAHEEM GRANT: I'm done. I'm done.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Listen, the reason why--

RAHEEM GRANT: fcrosstalk]

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Can I tell you why I was looking?

RAHEEM GRANT: - ([crosstalk] asking'that first, béfore
you even stop this right now.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: [inaudible]

RAHEEM GRANT: Like what you really-what’s your
purpose in trying to question me like this.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Well because you said you got into a
car that kinda looked like yours, I'm just trying to figure

out what kind of car you’re in to see if it’s even close.
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RAHEEM GRANT: I done talking man. Y’all figure all
that out by.yourself. I know I did nothing wrong.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: No worries man, no worries.

RAHEEM GRANT: I know I did nothing wrong.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Okay. But you don’t remember what
kind of car she had. The rental car. [pause]

RAHEEM GRANT: I tell you I been drunk.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: ([pause] All right. You don’t
remember what kind of car it was though before you got there?

RAHEEM GRANT: I been drinking before I get there
too.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: No worries man, but £he reason I'm
asking is just to see if it’s close to tﬁe same car that you
got into, that’s all.

RAHEEM GRANT: Cbviously it’s close to the same car
if I jump in the damn car and thought it was the car.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: That’s why I was trying to see--

RAHEEM GRANT: | I'm not—I don‘t—I’m not good with car
names and stuff like ‘that. |

DETECTIVE HUFEMAN: Okay, no worries, just know, was it
two~door, four-doox, do you remembér fhat part? |

RAHEEM GRANT: [sighs]

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Like the rental car, was it two-door
or four-door? I know fou said it was little.

RAHEEM GRANT: It might have been a four-door.
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DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: A four-door, okay.
RAHEEM GRANT: I done talking. You keep asking me
questions after I say I.done talking.

N DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: [pause] Okay. So, you don’t want to
say anything else? . Don’t want to talk about anything else?
Having to do with this? You’re the one that said you wanted |
t§ talk, so that’s why I gave you the opportunitj.

RAHEEM GRANT: Yeah, you come down here, talk to me,
shit.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: I know, but you said you would talk.
You said you wanted to give your side.

RAHEEM GRANT: Yeah, but I done.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Okay. So, you’re all done?

RAHEEM GRANT: I'm done.

DETECTIVE HUFFMAN: Okay, no worries. It.is now 4:11,
the interview is completed.

{end of audio]
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In disposition of the above indictment comes now the Defendant who was CONVICTED OF or (O PLEADS

1007 Carjacking
In violation of §  16-03-1075(B)1) of the S.C. Code of Laws, bearing CDR Code # 2599

0 NON-VEOLENT lelOLENT 1 SERIOUS w MOST SERICUS O Mandatory GPS 0 §17-2545
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‘ Solicitor
WHEREFORE, the Defendant is committed to the ;X{State Department of Correction 1 County Detention Center,

for a determinate term of ( ; dayslmonthsl ime Served 0O Youthful Offender Act not to exceed years

and/or to pay a fine of § - prov_ided that upon the service of days/mionths/years/Time Served and or payment

| of $‘: - plus costs and assessments as applicable™, the balance is suspended with probation for
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months/years and subject to South Carolina Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services standard conditions of
probation, which are incorporated by reference.
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1 CONCURRENT or 1 CONSECUTIVE fo sentence on:

The Defendant is to be given credit for time served pursuant fo 5.C, Code § 24-13-40 1o be calculated and applied by SCDOG,

days/months .
O To inciude time spent on monitored house arrest prior to trial and sentencing.

(0 The Defendant Shall be Released from Cdunty Detention Center.

Pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 922 and § 16-25-30.itis uniawful for a person convicted of a violation of § 16-25-20 or § 16-25-65
(Domestic Violence} to ship, transport, possess, or receive a firearm or ammunition,
SPECIAL CONDITIONS:
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0o PTUP after months/years
And Other Terms Listed Below:
ri1  Substance Abuse Counseling 1 Completion of GED O Random Drug/Aleohol Testing

O Attend Voc. Rehab, Or Job Corp 1 No Contactwith Vietim [ Domestic Violence Intervention Program

1 Mental Health Counseling May serve W/E
beginning:
0O Sex Offender Registry pursuant to S.C. Code § 23-3-430 [0 Public Service Employment days/hours
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Total § plus 20% fee: 3
Payment Terms: . O Set by SCOPPPS
Reciplent:
*Fine: %
Fine may be pd. In equal consecutive weekly/monthly pmts, of  $ Beginning
§14-1-206 {Assessments 107.5%) 3 :
§14-1-211 (A){1){Conv. Surcharge) $100 3 OO0
§14-1-211 (A)(2){PUI Surcharge) $100 $
§56-5-2995 (DUI Assessment} $12 $
§56-1-286 (DUl Breath Test) $25 $
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§14-1-213 {Drug Court Surcharge} $150 $
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§50-21-114 (BUI Breath TestFes) - ‘ $50 $
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during probation and shall be collected before any other fees $500 3
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON } FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
) .
)
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, ) VERDICT FORM
)
)
vs. )
)
RAHEEM OQUENDAYL GRANT, )
)
Defendant. )
)

AS TO INDICTMENT NO.: 2020-GS-10-01108

We, the jury, by unanimous consent find the Defendant:

Aty of Carjacking

OR

Not Guilty

// \/Z

_~" Foreperson

March 2 , 2023
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
‘ INDICTMENT

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON

At a Court of General Sessions, convened March 202'0, the Grand Jurors of Charleston
County preserit upon their oath:

CARJACKING
That in Charleston County, South Carolina, on or about December 7, 2019, the Defendant, did

take, or attempt to take, a motor vehicle from Jorje Fuentes by force and violence or by
intimidation while Jorje Fuentes was operating the vehicle or inside of the vehicle in violation of

Section 16-3-1075(B)(1) of the South Carolina Code of Laws (1976) as amended.

Against the peace and dignity of the AState, and contrary to the statute in such case made and
provided. :

STERTANIE B. LINDER
ASSISTANT SOLICITOR







