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A. 

Q. 

There was -- there was no indication of that. 

Okay. Thank you. No further questions. 

THE COURT: All right. Gentlemen, anything 

further, Mr. Hazzard, in regards to the State's follow up? 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. Thank you. 

All right, sir. Thank you very much. And if 

you're here under subpoena, I'm releasing you from the 

subpoena, you're free to go. 

THE WITNESS: Thank you. 

THE COURT: Thank you. 

Call your next witness, Solicitor. 

MS. RICHARDSON: The State calls Sara Goodman. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

SARA GOODMAN, having been duly sworn, 

testified as follows: 

THE WITNESS: My name is Sara Goodman. 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MS. RICHARDSON: 

Q. Ms. Goodman, where are you employed? 

A. I'm employed at the South Carolina Law Enforcement 

Division, commonly referred to as SLED. 

Q. And what do you do with SLED? 

A. I'm a forensic scientist assigned to the DNA Case 

Work Division. 
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Q. 

A. 

Could you tell us your educational background? 

Yes. I have bachelor of science in biology from 

Erskine College, as well as a master of science in forensic 

science from Arcadia University in Pennsylvania. 

Q. 

A. 

And have you had any specialized training? 

I have. Upon my employment at SLED, I went 

through about a year and a half training program with 

another court qualified DNA analyst. This included 1 

practice, laboratory samples, mock cases, training sample~, 

as well as a series of tests to include oral, written tests, 

and competency tests for all of the processes that we use, 

as well as a mock court. And I successfully completed all 

of those tests to become certified to do DNA case work. 

Q. Okay. I may have already asked you this, but how 

long have you been employed with SLED? 

A. 

Q. 

Approximately six-and-a-half years. 

Okay. And did you do any DNA case work prior to 

coming to SLED? 

A. 

Q. 

I did not. 

And in your position at SLED how many samples do 

you think that you have processed? 

A. 

Q. 

I would say a few thousand. 

Okay. And do you also have some training in the 

area of serology? 

A. I do. Part of my training is also in all other 
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processes of serology which is identification of body fluids 

and evidence processing. So I am also qualified in 

serology. 

Q. And have you had any separate training in that or 

is that sort of included in the DNA training? 

A. 

Q. 

That was included in my DNA training. 

Okay. And have you had performed duties as a 

serologist at SLED? 

A. I have. 

Q. 

that? 

A. 

least. 

Q. 

expert? 

A. 

Q. 

Okay. And about how many times have you done 

I would probably also say a couple of thousand, at 

And have you been qualified previously as an 

Yes, I have. 

Okay. And about how many times have you been 

qualified as an expert in DNA analysis? 

A. 22 times. 

Q. 

A. 

Okay. And in serology? 

I believe a few times. 

Q. And has that been in the General Sessions Courts 

in this state? 

A. 

Q. 

Yes, all of them. 

Okay. Any other courts? 
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A. I've been qualified once in Federal Court, as 

well. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, at this time I'd 

offer Ms. Goodman as an expert in the area DNA analysis and 

serology. 

THE COURT: Mr. Hazzard, any objection, sir? 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: No objection, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Edgeworth. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Ladies and gentlemen, I'm 

going to qualify the witness as an expert in DNA analysis 

and serology. And, again, as a result she can give opinion 

testimony but it's up to you, ultimately, to consider and 

use it in any way you see fit. Thank you. 

Your witness. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Thank you, Your Honor. 

BY MS. RICHARDSON: 

Q. And could you briefly tell us how SLED receives 

items for DNA and serology analysis? 

A. Sure. So sled receives items of evidence from law 

enforcement agencies throughout the State of South Carolina. 

They will bring the evidence to SLED. It will be given a 

unique lab number and each item is given an item number as 
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well that is logged into our evidence control department. 

For DNA and serology the agency will put a request 

on those items for a specific DNA or serology analysis. And 

once I am assigned a case I will pick the evidence up from 

our evidence control department and take it into my custody. 

Q. And what sort of steps are taken to preserve the 

integrity of the evidence you're going to test? 

A. So upon receipt of the evidence at SLED the 

evidence must be sealed by the agency before it is lo~±· d. 

into our evidence control department. So when I recei e it, 

it will be a sealed item of evidence. I will make sure that 

it is sealed and not tampered with before I open it, and 

once I am finished with my analysis, I will then seal it put 

my initials and the date on my seal. 

Q. Okay. And if an item is not sealed properly and 

is not in tact what is the process then? 

A. Typically that would be caught by our evidence 

control department. If it is not sealed, they will ask the 

agent who dropped it off to return to SLED and seal it 

properly before they will submit it to the laboratory. 

Q. Okay. And how do you keep track of the items for 

each case at SLED? 

A. When the items are logged in and given a lab and 

item number, they are given a sticker with a bar code on it, 

and we use that bar code to scan any time an item changes 
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custody. So we have a computer system, an electronic chain 

of custody, and so we scan items to track that. 

Q. Okay. And let me show you what's been marked as 

State's Exhibit 103, and can you tell me what that is? 

A. This is the official chain of custody for this 

case. 

Q. Okay. And did you -- okay. Let me show you 

what's been marked as State's Exhibit 93. And do you 

recognize that? 

A. Yes. This is the submission paperwork for some of 

the items in this case. 

Q. Okay. And how many items were submitted on that? 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

stain. 

Q. 

On this sheet there are seven items submitted. 

Okay. And what is the first item? 

The first item is a carpet padding with blood 

Okay. And let me show you what's been marked as 

State's 26. Do you recognize that? 

A. Yes. That has been labeled by our serologist upon 

her analysis as SLED Item 1, the carpet padding. 

Q. And that has the sled lab number? 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

Yes, it does. 

Which is L17-04052? 

Yes. 

Now, this has been opened here, but would it have 

1506



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1556 

SARA GOODMAN - DIRECT BY MS. RICHARDSON 

been received at SLED like this? 

A. It would have been received with the agency's seal 

that you can see part of at the top. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

first. 

Q. 

A. 

mattress. 

Q. 

The red seal? 

Yes. 

And would SLED have accepted it in this condition? 

No. They would have required it to be sealed 

l 

All right. And the second item that was rectived? 

The second item was a fabric with blood stai from 

Okay. Let me show you what's been marked as 

State's Exhibit 82. 

A. This has also been marked as SLED Item 2 with the 

same lab number. So it is the fabric with blood stain from 

mattress. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

Okay. And the next item. 

The third item is metal shavings from bed. 

Okay. Let me show you what's been marked as 

State's 94. 

A. This has also been marked with the same lab number 

and SLED Item 3. 

Q. 

A. 

mattress. 

And the next one. 

Item 4 is fabric with blood stain from corner of 
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Q. 

A. 

Item 4 . 

Q. 

Let me show you what's been marked as State's 83. 

This is marked with the same laboratory number and 

Okay. And the next item. 

A. Item 5 is fabric with blood stain from corner of 

box spring. 

Q. 

A. 

Let me show you what's been marked as State's 84. 

This again has the same laboratory number and. 

marked as Item 5. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Okay. Next item? 

Item 6 is a buccal swab from Leon Harrison. 

Let me show you what's been marked as State's 86. 

This is labeled as a buccal DNA sample recovered 

from Leon Harrison Sr. 

Q. All right. And those all the items you received 

from on that day or are there additional? 

A. I also received an Item 7, which was a buccal swab 

from Tiesh Rhue, the wife of victim, Leon Harrison. 

Q. Okay. Let me show you what's been marked as 

State's 87. 

A. This marked as SLED Item 7, a buccal DNA sample 

recovered Tiesh Rhue. 

Q. Okay. And could you just explain the bag and the 

label to the jury, please? 

A. Sure. When items are submitted to SLED, 
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oftentimes for DNA they're put in a clear SLED bag like 

this, which we call a -- heat-sealed pouch. We seal it with 

heat. This, at the top, is the bar code that I mentioned 

for tracking the chain of custody which also has the SLED 

lab number and item number. 

Q. Okay. And is that all the items that were 

received by SLED on that date? 

A. Yes. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

Okay. And, again, that was 3/14 of 2017? 

Yes. 

Okay. And those items went from Kyle Walton to 

Jackie Davis; is that right? 

A. 

Q. 

they go? 

Yes, that's correct. 

Okay. And after they left Ms. Davis where did 

A. After they left Ms. Davis they went to an EP 

Intake Shelf, which is within our evidence control 

department. They then went to Amy Black, who was an 

evidence control technician and then to Jessica Stowe, who 

is one of our serologists. 

Q. And what sort of functions would Ms. Stowe have 

performed? 

A. So Ms. Stowe was employed in the serology 

department. She would have done evidence processing on any 

items that required processing as well as testing for 

1509



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1559 

SARA GOODMAN - DIRECT BY MS. RICHARDSON 

serological fluids, which are different body fluids, such as 

blood, semen, saliva. She will test for the presence of 

that and oftentimes will take small portions of items to 

forward to the DNA department. 

Q. Okay. And let me show you what's been marked as 

State's 88. Can you tell me what that is? 

A. Yes. This contains SLED Items 1.1, 2.1, and 3.1, 

which were cuttings from items 1, 2 and 3 in this case 

Q. So that would be a cutting from the carpet f 
padding, the mattress, and what was the last one? 

A. And the metal shaving, it would be swabs from the 

metal shaving. 

Q. 

Stowe? 

A. 

Q. 

So that evidence would have been processed by Ms. 

Yes. And then forwarded to me for DNA analysis. 

All right. And when you received these items and 

the cuttings were the seals intact? 

A. Yes. They were sealed into this package before I 

received them. 

Q. Okay. And other than the processing, any issues 

with tampering? 

A. 

Q. 

No. 

And as far as the serology testing, do you know 

that the results of that, the serology testing, let's start 

with Item 1, the carpet padding? 
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A. Yes. So for the carpet padding, Item 1.1, which 

was a cutting from the carpet padding, presumptive testing 

for blood was positive, Item forwarded to the DNA section. 

Q. Okay. And then Item 2, the fabric from the 

mattress? 

A. Item 2.1 is the cutting from the fabric from the 

mattress, presumptive testing for blood was positive and 

this item was also forwarded to the DNA section. 

Q. Okay. And then the metal shaving, is that 

you said was swabbed? 

A. Yes. 

~he one 

Q. So it would not have been presumptive -- or it was 

presumptive tested or not? 

A. It was not. It was just swabbed and then those 

swabs were sent to the DNA section. 

Q. Okay. And Items 4 and 5, the fabric from the 

corner of the mattress and box spring, were those tested, 

presumptive tested? 

A. Yes. They were presumptive tested for blood, was 

negative for both Items 4 and 5. 

Q. Okay. And since those items were negative, were 

they submitted to you for testing? 

A. 

Q. 

They were not. 

So just the metal shaving and the items that were 

positive for blood? 
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A. Yes, that's correct. 

Q. Okay. And did you receive -- you received a swab 

from Ms. Rhue, correct? 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Yes, I did. 

How about a profile for Mr. Leon Harrison Jr.? 

I did. I received a blood standard but was unable 

to develop a DNA profile suitable for a comparison. So I 

then received a DNA profile from the Richland County 

Forensic Services Laboratory from a toothbrush belong+g to 

Leon Harrison. 

Q. 

A. 

Okay. So you received the toothbrush itself? 

No. I just received the DNA profile that was 

developed by Gray Amick with the Richland County Services 

Forensic Laboratory, excuse me. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

And that's what you used for Leon Harrison? 

Yes, that's what I used for comparisons for him. 

Okay. And did you test the cuttings from the 

carpet padding? 

A. 

Q. 

Yes, I did. 

Okay. And did you compare those to both 

Mr. Harrison Jr. and Ms. Rhue? 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

And what were the results regarding the cutting 

from the carpet padding? 

A. It -- the DNA profile developed from item 
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1703950314-5.1, which is the toothbrush, and I'll refer to 

is as the toothbrush from now on. If that item is from Leon 

Harrison Jr., then the DNA profile developed from this item 

matches the DNA profile of Leon Harrison Jr. 

The probability of randomly selecting an unrelated 

individual having a DNA profile matching this item is 

approximately 1 in 3.1 octillion. 

Q. And so was this a single source profile? 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

mattress? 

Yes, it was. 

No mixture on that carpet padding? 

No. 

And, then, as to Item 2.1, the cutting from the 

A. Yes. 

individuals. 

The DNA profile is a mixture of at least two 

If the DNA profile developed from the 

toothbrush is from Leon Harrison Jr., then Leon Harrison Jr. 

is included as a possible contributor to this mixture. 

Tiesh Rhue is also included as a possible contributor to 

this mixture. 

The probability of randomly selecting an unrelated 

individual who could have contributed to this mixture is 

approximately one in 3.5 million. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

And then the little metal shaving? 

No DNA profile was developed. 

Okay. And then you didn't test, like we said, the 
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other items for DNA, the corner of the mattress or the 

corner of the box spring? 

A. No, I did not. 
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MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, at this time the 

State would move 88, which is the cuttings; 87 which is the 

buccal swab of Ms. Rhue; 84, the corner of the box spring; 

82, the corner of -- or the fabric from the blood stain on 

the mattress; and 83, the corner of the 

evidence. 

THE COURT: Mr. Hazzard? 

mattress intol 

MR. HAZZARD: Court's indulgence. As best I can 

tell, based on what the Prosecutor just said, 88 is subject 

to previous objection, as are 84, 83 and 82; 87 is without 

objection. 

THE COURT: All right. I'll note all that for the 

record, sir. 

Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: I would concur with Mr. Hazzard's 

objections, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Likewise. 

Yes, sir. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Yes, Your Honor. Join in the same 

objection. 

THE COURT: All right. I will note those 

objections concerning all these matters and I will allow 
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these matters to be entered into evidence. 

the metal 

(WHEREUPON, State's Exhibit Numbers 82, 83, 84, 

87, 88 were moved into evidence.) 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, also 94, which was 

shaving. 

THE COURT: 

MR. HAZZARD: 

THE COURT: 

MR. VOIGT: 

THE COURT: 

Mr. Hazzard? 

Subject to previous objection. 

Mr. Voigt? 

Subject to 

All right. 

previous objectionj 

Mr. Edgeworth? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Subject to the previous objection. 

THE COURT: All right. Admitted subject to the 

Counsel's objection. 

(WHEREUPON, State's Exhibit Number 94 was moved 

into evidence.) 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, just for the record 

Item 26, which is the larger piece of carpet padding, is 

already -- would have already been moved into evidence with 

Investigator Powell, just for the record. 

THE COURT: All right. 

BY MS. RICHARDSON: 

Q. So let me show you what's been marked as State's 

Exhibit 99. Did you or did SLED receive some additional 

items in this case? 

A. Yes. These are additional items that are that 
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were submitted to sled on May 2nd of 2017 for this case. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

And who were those submitted by? 

Kyle Walton. 

And who received those items? 

Jackie Davis. 

Okay. And after Ms. Davis where did they go? 

After Ms. Davis, they were put on a DNA intake 

shelf, which was in the evidence control 

then, at a later date went back into her 

they were transferred into my custody. 

department.j They 

custody, anl then 

Q. 

they 

Okay. And when you received those items were 

was the seal and the procedures you described 

earlier intact? 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

Let me show you what's been marked as State's 106, 

and I believe just the bag has been marked. Can you 

describe that bag? 

A. Yes. So this is marked with the SLED Lab Number 

and a bar code. This is labeled as Container C., a 

container just means it contains several items. 

Q. 

A. 

Okay. 

So within here there are four items. They are 

labeled as SLED Items 9 -- excuse me, 8, 9, 10, and 11, 

along with my initials. 

Q. And those are State's 77, 78, 79, and 80. 
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A. 

Q. 

That's correct, yes. 

Okay. And can you tell me what 77 is? 

1566 

A. Yes. 77 is the Item 8, it's the swabs from blood 

spot on the wall by the window. 

Q. Okay. 78? 

A. 78 is SLED Item 9. It is swabs from the blood 

spot on the wall by the closet. 

Q. Okay. 79? 

A. It is SLED Item 10. It is swabs from the blood 

spot on the wall by the bedroom door. 

Q. Okay. And 80? 

A. That's SLED Item 11. It is swabs from a blood 

spot on the wall by the laundry room wall in the kitchen. 

Q. 

A. 

And there are some other items in that bag? 

Oh, yes. So these are just my dried down DNA 

extracts from these items. So when we extract the DNA 

that's just pulling the DNA off of the swabs into a 

solution. And when our analysis is completed I will dry 

down those extracts to preserve the evidence just in case 

they ever need to be retested. So these are just my dried 

down extracts for all of the forementioned items. 

Q. And I may have already asked you this, but when 

you got this packaging and these swabs in there, was there 

any evidence of tampering? 

A. No. It was sealed. 
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Q. All Right. And so did you compare those items as 

well? 

Yes, I did. A. 

Q. Let me show you what's been marked as State's 117. 

And can you tell me what that is? 

A. Yes, this is the serology report from SLED for 

Items 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. 

Q. And that's the carpet padding, the fabric 

mattress, the metal shaving, and the other portions 

mattress as well? 

Yes, that's correct. 

[

rom the 

f the 

A. 

Q. And is that an accurate copy of the report that 

you relied on in doing your DNA analysis? 

A. Yes, it is. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, at this time I'd 

offer State's 117 into evidence. 

THE COURT: Mr. Hazzard? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Serology. 

MR. HAZZARD: Regarding the items you were 

referencing, like, 77, 78, 79, and 80? 

MS. RICHARDSON: No. It's the first items. 

MR. HAZZARD: I apologize. If I could take a look 

at them real quick. I apologize, Your Honor. Court's 

indulgence. 

THE COURT: No problem, sir. Take your time. 
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MR. HAZZARD: Subject to previous objection, Your 

Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: Subject to previous objection, Your 

Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Yes, sir. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Subject to the previous objection, 

Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Thank you, Mr. Edgeworth. 

All right. I'll admit it subject to the previous 

objection. 

(WHEREUPON, State's Exhibit Number 117 was moved 

admitted into evidence.) 

BY MS. RICHARDSON: 

case. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

State's 118, can you tell me what that is? 

Yes, this is a copy of my DNA report for this 

Okay. And all of the analysis that we've talked 

about is on this report? 

A. Yes, that's correct. 

Q. 

A. 

And is that an accurate reflection of that report? 

Yes, it is. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, at this time I'd 

offer State's 118 into evidence. 

THE COURT: Mr. Hazzard? 
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MR. HAZZARD: Subject to previous objections, Your 

Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: Subject to previous objection. 

THE COURT: Mr. Edgeworth? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Subject to our previous objection, 

Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. I'm going to admit that 

subject to, of course, the Defense previous objectifns. 

(WHEREUPON, State's Exhibit Number 118 was moved 

into evidence.) 

BY MS. RICHARDSON: 

Q. Okay. And I believe we were on the swabs at that 

point. So you're testing of Item 8, the swab from the wall 

by the window. What did you determine on that? 

A. For Item 8, presumptive testing for blood was 

negative. The DNA profile is a mixture at least three 

individuals. The partial DNA profile of the major 

contributor matches the DNA profile of Tiesh Rhue. 

The probability of randomly selecting an unrelated 

individual having a DNA profile matching the major 

contributor to this item is approximately one in 62 million. 

Due to the inability to calculate a statistic no further 

interpretation will be offered regarding the minor 

contributors. 
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Q. And do you, based on your training and experience, 

can things effect the presumptive testing for blood? 

A. There are some things that can effect our 

presumptive testing that we use at SLED. It is known that 

Bluestar and LCV, which are other types of tests for blood, 

can interfere with the type of tests that we use. So 

sometimes, if items were tested with Bluestar LCV, they will 

test negative for phenolphthalein, which is the 

testing we do for blood. 

Q. Okay. So on this one it was at least 

profiles? 

A. 

Q. 

Yes, at least three individuals. 

Okay. And the other profiles, besides Ms. Rhue, 

you couldn't make an opinion on; is that right? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. And then Item 9? 

A. For Item 9, presumptive testing for blood was 

positive. If the DNA profile developed from the toothbrush 

is from Leon Harrison Jr., then the DNA profile developed 

from this item matches the DNA profile of Leon Harrison Jr. 

The probability of randomly selecting an unrelated 

individual having a DNA profile matching this item is 

approximately one in 3.1 octillion. 

Q. Okay. And the sample on the wall by the closet 

was not a mixture? 
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A. No, it was a single source profile from one 

person. 

Q. All right. And Item 10. 

A. Item 10, swab from the wall by the bedroom door, 

presumptive testing for blood was negative. The DNA profile 

was a mixture at least three individuals. The partial DNA 

profile of the major contributor matches the DNA profile of 

Tiesh Rhue. 

The probability of randomly selecting an unrelated 

individual having a DNA profile matching the major 

contributor to this item is approximately one in 1.3 

octillion. Due to the inability to calculate a statistic no 

further interpretation will be offered regarding the minor 

contributors. 

Q. Okay. And Number 11, the swab by the laundry room 

wall? 

A. Presumptive testing for blood was negative. The 

DNA profile is a mixture of at least two individuals. The 

partial DNA profile of the major contributor matches the DNA 

profile of Tiesh Rhue. 

The probability of randomly selecting an unrelated 

individual having a DNA profile matching the major 

contributor to this item is approximately one in 15 

septillion. And due to the inability to calculate a 

statistic no further interpretation will be offered 
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regarding the minor contributors. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, if we may approach. 

(WHEREUPON, a bench conference was had.) 

THE COURT: All right. So the swab by the wall on 

the window is going to be marked as 75, Solicitor? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. And I think we 

identified as 77, but there was already a 77. 

gentlemen? 

as 75. 

THE COURT: All right. No objection, correct, 

MR. VOIGT: No objection. 

MR. HAZZARD: To marking that as 75? 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir. no objection marking that 

THE COURT: Mr. Edgeworth? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. 

MS. RICHARDSON: And now the State seeks to move 

what has now been marked as 75, 78, 79, and 80 into 

evidence. These ware the four swabs from the walls. 

THE COURT: Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: I'm sorry, that was 75. 

MS. RICHARDSON: 75 would be what is Item 1, which 

was Item Cl, with Georgetown, which was the blood spot on 

the wall by the window. 
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MR. HAZZARD: Yes, ma'am. I just needed to know 

it was 75. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Sorry. 

MR. HAZZARD: No problem. 

MS. RICHARDSON: 78, 79. 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, ma'am. 

MS. RICHARDSON: And 80. 

MR. HAZZARD: Thank you very much. 

Your Honor, with regard to Exhibits 

8 0, subject to previous objection. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Voigt? 

I 

75, fs, 

MR. VOIGT: Subject to previous objection. 

THE COURT: Mr. Edgeworth? 

79 and 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Subject to our previous objection. 

THE COURT: All right. Admitted subject to the 

Defense previous objections. Thank you. 

(WHEREUPON, State's Exhibit Numbers, 75, 78,79, 

and 80 was moved into evidence.) 

MS. RICHARDSON: All right. I have no further 

questions. Answer any questions that the other attorneys 

may have for you, please. 

THE COURT: Mr. Hazzard, do you have any questions 

of this witness.? 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Thank you. Mr. Voigt, do you have any 
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questions of this witness? 

MR. VOIGT: I do not, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Edgeworth, do you have 

any questions of this witness? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Thank you. 

Ma'am, thank you very much. If you're here 

pursuant to a subpoena, I will release you from that 

subpoena. You're free to go. Have a safe trip 

THE WITNESS: Thank you. 

THE COURT: Yes, ma'am. 

I'm going to go ahead and let's take our afternoon 

break and I'll get y'all back in here hopefully around ten 

after, so we'll see you hopefully around then. Thank you. 

Don't talk about the case. No research on the case. 

Go stretch, go have a nice few minutes, and we'll 

be back with you. 

(WHEREUPON, the jury exited the courtroom at 2:53 

p.m.) 

THE COURT: All right. Anything from the State 

before we take a break? 

MS. RICHARDSON: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Anything from the Defense, 

Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir. 
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THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: No, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Edgeworth? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. We'll see y'all back at 

about ten after. 

(WHEREUPON, there was a break held from 2:53 p.m. 

until 3 : 10 p . m. ) 

THE BAILIFF: All rise. 

THE COURT: Thank you. Please be seatel. 
All right. Solicitor, are we ready to proceed? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, if you could just 

give us a minute more. I guess we're missing the CD drive 

right here. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

MS. RICHARDSON: They've gone to get it. I made 

the mistake of taking it downstairs when we went to lunch. 

THE COURT: No problem. 

(WHEREUPON, a brief pause was held.) 

THE COURT: All right. Are we still waiting? 

MS. RICHARDSON: We're ready, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Let's get the jury in 

here. Defense, are we ready? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir. 

MR. VOIGT: Yes, sir. 
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Thank you, Mr. Bailiff. 
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(WHEREUPON, the jury entered the courtroom at 

3: 13 p .m.) 

THE COURT: All right, folks. 

Solicitor, you can call your next witness. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, first of all the 

State seeks to admit State's Exhibit 108 as a j 
self-authenticating document and it is support aperwork 

regarding Alexander Rhue Sr. containing a phone number. 

THE COURT: All right. You want to share that 

with Mr. Hazzard? He's already seen it? 

Any objection, Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: Oh, no, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: No, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Edgeworth? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. So admitted. 

MS. RICHARDSON: And, Your Honor, just for the 

record, upon the party's agreement, any personal identifying 

information as far as Social Security Number, that sort of 

thing, has been redacted. 

THE COURT: Yes, ma'am. Thank you, Solicitor. 
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MS. RICHARDSON: State's 108. 

(WHEREUPON, State's Exhibit Number 108 was moved 

into evidence.) 

MS. SMITH: The State calls Barry Powers. 

THE COURT: All right. 

BARRY POWERS, having been duly sworn, 

testified as follows: 

THE WITNESS: My name is Barry Warren Powers. 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MS. SMITH: 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

Where are you currently employed? 

I work for the Georgetown City Police Department. 

And what do you do there? 

I'm a police officer. 

And what is your rank? 

I'm a sergeant, a patrol sergeant. 

And how long have you been there? 

A. I've been a police officer for 22 years. I've 

worked at Georgetown for 15 and a half. 

Q. Prior to becoming a sergeant on patrol, did you do 

anything before that? 

A. Yes, ma'am. From 2013 through 2017, I worked -- I 

was assigned as a narcotics agent with the 15th Circuit Drug 

Enforcement Unit. 

Q. Okay. And what is a narcotics agent? 
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A. I conducted narcotics investigations and working 

with a multi-jurisdictional drug task force. 

Q. As a narcotics agent with the DEU, did you have 

any specific tasks that you were assigned? 

A. Yes, ma'am. Along with my job as a narcotics 

investigator, I was also certified as a -- through 

Cellbrite, as a certified logical and physical analyst in 

order to forensically extract the data from 

and to interpret that data. 

Q. Are you currently certified? 

Yes, ma'am. 

mobile 
I 

I 
devices 

A. 

Q. In the present matter did you happen to do any 

physical extractions on any cell phones in this case? 

A. 

Q. 

Yes, ma'am. 

Okay. I'm showing the witness what has been 

premarked as State's Exhibit 119. Briefly, just an 

overview, can you explain what that is? 

A. This is the cover sheet from an extraction report. 

This is the cover sheet of an extraction report that I 

conducted on an Alcatel One Touch Evolve 2. 

Q. Okay. So when you say an extraction report, what 

type of extraction? 

A. The Cellbrite software and hardware, which is a 

small computer that I use, it copies the data off of a 

mobile device in such a fashion as to not change any of the 
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data, just make an exact copy of what is on the device. 

It then allows me to make sense of that data. It 

presents the data in a format that I can read and understand 

so that I can look at the data. 

Q. 

A. 

So is this basically a copy of the phone? 

Yes, ma'am. 

Q. Okay. Would you be able -- if you knew a password 

of a phone would you be able to get the same information 

just by scrolling through the phone? 

A. Yes, ma'am. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

Okay. 

It would take a very long time. 

And on State's Exhibit 119, can you tell me what 

phone number that is? 

A. Yes, ma'am. The phone number for the phone is 

1(843)240-5159. 

Q. Do you know if -- do you remember if this search 

of the cell phone was done with a search warrant or with the 

consent of the party? 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

It was presented to me with a signed consent form. 

Okay. And whose phone was it? 

Tiesh Rhue. 

MR. HAZZARD: Court's indulgence, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

BY MS. SMITH: 
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Q. I'm handing you State's Exhibit -- what's marked 

for identification as State's Exhibit 120. Could you please 

tell the jury what that is? 

A. 

phone. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

This is a copy of the call logs from this cell 

Okay. How many call logs are there? 

500. 

And what is the date range on these call 

I 
logs? 

The date range runs from March 1st, 1017 at 

9:03 p.m., through March 10th, 2017 at 3:29 p.J. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

Have you reviewed these records? 

Yes, ma'am. 

You've reviewed the call log? 

Yes. 

And in your review of the call log, were you able 

to identify any ingoing or outgoing calls from a number 

(843)240-1042? 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

No, ma' am. 

Saved in her phone as "Hopefully"? 

No, ma'am. 

Okay. So were there any calls between that number 

and this phone from March 1st, 2017 to March 10th, of 2017? 

A. No, ma'am. 

MS. SMITH: Your Honor, State moves 120 into 

evidence at this time. 
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objection. 

THE COURT: Any objection, Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: No, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Edgeworth? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. It's admitted without 

(WHEREUPON, State's 

into evidence.) 

Exhibit Nwnber 12t was moved 

BY MS. SMITH: 

Q. 

messages? 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

Now, with Cellbrite are you also able to view text 

Yes. 

Are you able to read them? 

Yes. 

Can Cellbrite even isolate communications between 

the target phone and a specific number? 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Yes, ma'am. 

Okay. And in this case were you able to do so? 

Yes, ma'am. 

MR. HAZZARD: Thank you, ma'am. Court's 

indulgence. 

THE COURT: Yes, sir, Mr. Hazzard. 
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BY MS. SMITH: 

Q. Let me show you what's been marked as 121. What 

am I showing you? 

A. These are -- this is a generation of -- the 

software generated a report of the text messages between the 

contact known as "Hopefully" and the cell phone. 

Q. 

A. 

And whose cell phone is this? 

This is Tiesh Rhue's cell phone. 

Q. So the communications between Tiesh 

is labeled as "Hopefully"? 

Yes. 

I rhue and what 

A. 

Q. Okay. And have you verified -- have you looked 

over that information? 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Yes, ma'am. 

You looked over those texts? 

Yes, ma'am. 

MS. SMITH: Your Honor, at this time the State 

moves 119 into evidence -- or seeks to move 119 into 

evidence and seeks to move 121 into evidence. 

THE COURT: Do you have any objection, 

Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Edgeworth? 
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MR. EDGEWORTH: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. So 119 and 121 admitted 

without objection. Thank you, Solicitor. Go ahead. 

(WHEREUPON, State's Exhibit Numbers 119 and 121 

were moved into evidence.) 

MS. SMITH: Your Honor, can we move the TV and 

present these messages in a format where the jury can 

actually see them? 

THE COURT: Yes, ma'am. 

Sir, don't worry, if you need to 

can. That monitor is out of whack. Okay? 

i 

step! down 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. Thank you. 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

BY MS. SMITH: 

you 

Q. When you also do the extraction of this cell phone 

belonging to Tiesh Rhue, were you able to do an analytic 

where you were able to determine the number of total texts a 

contact makes between parties? 

A. 

Q. 

Yes, ma'am. 

Okay. If I showed you this analytics would you 

recognize it? I'm showing the witness what has been labeled 

and marked for identification purposes as State's 122. 

What is that? 

A. This is the analytics pages from the generated 

report. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

Okay. And does Hopefully appear on that page? 

Yes. 

How many times? 

A. Twice. 

Q. Okay. And how many communications are there 

between Tiesh Rhue's phone and Hopefully? 

A. Total communications between the two separate 

numbers are 754 and 283. I believe that came to 1,037 

contacts back and forth. 

Q. Okay. 

A. That includes missed calls, sent and received, 

text messages, and all of that. 

Q. All right. 

MS. SMITH: Your Honor, at this time the State 

seeks to move 122 into evidence. 

THE COURT: Mr. Hazzard, any objection as it 

relates to 122, which I believe is the analytic summary 

page? 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: No, Your Honor. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Thank you. Admitted 

without objection. 

(WHEREUPON, State's Exhibit Number 122 was moved 
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into evidence.) 

BY MS. SMITH: 

Q. 

A. 

If I could direct you to Page 23. 

Yes, ma'am. 

1585 

Q. Sergeant Powers, do you know if these text message 

communications are in UTC or Eastern Standard? 

A. The dates and -- the dates and times are adjusted 

for Eastern Standard Time. 

Q. 

A. 

Okay. Thank you. 

Each one says UTC minus 

correct time zone. 

five, makinglit the 

Q. Can I direct your attention to February the 13th 

2017 at 2:21 p.m.? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Are you there? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay. Perfect. 

Can you tell the direction that this text message 

is going? 

A. Yes, this message is going out to Hopefully at the 

(843)240-1042 number. 

Q. And what do these communications say? 

A. Would you -- do you want me to read it? 

Q. 

A. 

Please. 

The text message reads: I've dedicated my heart 
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to you and you know I have completely done everything in my 

power to love you the way you want to be loved, but I see 

that you think I'm a whore and you hate me because I've 

never played no one in your face, but there's so much -- so 

many bitches you played in my face. I'm crazy because from 

the moment I married you I've been in love with you, and 

being crazy in love makes you be extremely insane. I would 

never hurt you ever again, but you're breaking me down daily 

all cause you can't choose me and only me. J 
Q. Okay. And can you continue with tat line? 

A. To the next message? 

Q. Yes, sir. 

A. The next message goes to the same number at 2:51 

p.m.: I want you and only you and now that you know that 

you choose now to play with my heart. 

Q. Will you continue with this communication, please, 

sir? 

A. The next one is at 2:54 p.m., outgoing as well to 

Hopefully: I know you can respond so please text me back. 

I'm not a whore or a lier, I'm just a woman in love with her 

husband. 

Q. And at that point in time does the number 

Hopefully respond? 

A. Yes, at 2:56 p.m. The text message comes in: You 

sometimes act a little too crazy and I don't have time or 
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Q. 

A. 

all 

or T-I-M-R, it's probably a misspelling. 

Okay. And then what happened after that? 

The next outgoing message back to Hopefully is: 

my messages, you know I'm crazy in love with you. 

That's at 2:57 p.m. 

Then there's another outgoing: I want my marriage 

with you to work, but you have to want me too and only me 

flaws and all. 

That's at 14:59. unJ Q. Okay. And then will continues approximately 

3:50 p.m.? 

A. At 3:04 p.m., outgoing again to Hopefully: Hello. 

There's a response from Hopefully at 3:13 p.m.: 

What flaws? 

There's a -- the next one is an outgoing at 3:17 

back to Hopefully: That I'm not perfect and I never will 

be, but as good as God is my witness, I love you, but my 

love is forever to you, your love is temporary and at any 

moment, something goes wrong, you leave me and go back to 

them. 

Hopefully responded at 3:23 p.m.: Only me, no one 

else, I be alone. 

The response to that, outgoing to Hopefully: You 

know I'm not stupid and I have good intuition, always have, 

my heart feels what my eyes can't see always. 
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That's at 3:26 p.m. 

Then another outgoing at 3:45 p.m.: Why can't you 

just love me the right way, to Hopefully. 

Response from Hopefully at 3:47: Tie, I do you 

just want you cake and eat it too at times. 

That's 3:47 p.m. 

Q. And then the next two, please? 

A. Outgoing to Hopefully: That's 

you're the one who loves a variety. I'm 

treat me like some whore, you f'ing. 

That's at 3:50 p.m. 

a lie and 

I . your wife 

I know 

and you 

And Hopefully responds at 3:53 p.m.: And my 

intuitions is telling me the same. 

Q. And can I direct your attention to Page 28 on 

2/13/2017 at 4:43 p.m. Who is that text message from? 

A. At 4:43 there's an incoming from Hopefully: Tie, 

shit is not right, we just need help or something, but this 

hands on thing I can't do neither. The accusing it got me 

want to say eff it for real. 

Q. 

A. 

And then the next one. 

The response at 4:49: I said that we need help, 

and you are right, I need help with my anger, but 

accusations, no facts. Love me only. Love me only. And 

stop having me -- stop leaving me and uphold your vows to 

me, but helping your queen, slash, wife out a lot more than 
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you do. 

Q. Can I direct your attention to Page 35 on 

2/16/2017 at 1:14 p.m., and can you tell me the 

directionality of the text message? 

A. 

Q. 

Page 35. 

A. 

Q. 

I'm sorry, can you repeat the time? 

Yes. 1:14 p.m. on February the 16th, that's 

I think it's on Page 36. 

Excuse me, 36. 

1589 

A. At 1:14 there's an outgoing text to Hopefully, it 

says: I'm was trying to be strong, but I can't no more, 

this is the end of me, I've parked the car and I'm taking 

these pills, all of them. I hope you know I've loved you so 

much that no one can have me. I hope I die today. 

Q. 

A. 

Okay. And then the next text. 

Another outgoing to Hopefully at 1:27 p.m.: 

You're still my husband, take care of my kids, please, but 

I'm almost done. I'll always love you even when I'm gone. 

Q. On Page 44. I'll direct your attention to Page 44 

February the 23rd 2017 at 9:32 p.m. 

A. Incoming from Hopefully, it says: I know you're 

out with your sis for her B-day, and me too for my bro B-day 

have fun, see you when you get home. 

Q. All right. On Page 45, on February the 25th, 

2017, starting at 10:51 a.m. 
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A. Outgoing to Hopefully: I'm really sick and I need 

you. 

The response from Hopefully was: Are you talking 

to me and what's wrong with you? 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Okay. 

At 10:58 a.m., from Hopefully: Hello. 

And then what happens? 

A response at 12:54 p.m., outgoing to Hopefully: 

You got to call me, please, Junior. 

Q. Okay. And then what happens? 

A. At 2:29 p.m., a response from Hopefully: How are 

you feeling? 

At 2:39 p.m., outgoing to Hopefully: I'm okay, 

but I need you. 

Q. If you'll just continue to the end of the day on 

February 25th, 2017. 

A. At 2:46 p.m., from Hopefully: I got you, when you 

get off later. 

Response at 2:52 p.m., outgoing to Hopefully: 

Let's take a bath, light some candles, and after rub each 

other with some oil and then make love. 

At 2:57 p.m., the response from Hopefully was: 

Sounds like a plan. 

At 2:59 p.m., outgoing to Hopefully: Okay, thanks 

baby, now if you want to surprise me with some extras, I'm 
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down. 

Response from Hopefully: Got ya. 

At 3:01 p.m., outgoing to Hopefully: Okay, cool, 

I love you too. 

Incoming from Hopefully at 3:11 p.m.: I love you 

too. 

Incoming again 7:45 p.m. from Hopefully: On my 

way to you, baby. 

Q. And then? 

A. 

Q. 

At 7:47 p.m. outgoing to Hopefully: Okay. 

Is this the last communication between Tiesh Rhue 

and phone number (843)240-1042 on February 25th, 2017? 

A. Yes. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

Incoming or outgoing message? 

Yes. 

Okay. After February 25th, 2017, are there any 

additional text messages between the parties? 

A. There are four outgoing messages to Hopefully, no 

responses. 

Q. Okay. Can you give me the dates and times of 

those messages? 

A. On February 26, 2017 at 9:37 a.m., outgoing to 

Hopefully: Where are you? I want you home with me. 

Q. And the next one. 

A. At 10:31 a.m., on the same date, February 26th, 
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2017: Please respond, baby, I love you. 

Again, on the same date, February 26th, 2017, at 

3:19 p.m.: Why are you doing this to me again? 

Q. 

A. 

Okay. After -- is there any other text messages? 

Just one more on the 27th outgoing at 7:04 a.m. 

Good morning, babe, please call me. 

Q. All right. After February 27th, 2017, at 7:04 

a.m., does Tiesh Rhue ever text the number 

Hopefully until her phone is searched? 

! 
belonging 

I 
to 

A. No. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

Okay. Did you review these records? 

Yes. 

Not just the text messages between Tiesh and the 

phone number attributed to Hopefully? 

A. 

Q. 

other men? 

A. 

Q. 

nature? 

A. 

Yes. 

Okay. Are there communications between Tiesh and 

Yes. 

Okay. Are any of those sexual and explicit in 

Yes. 

MR. VOIGT: Judge. 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

MR. VOIGT: There is a matter of law that we 

perhaps have to take up outside the presence of the jury. 
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THE COURT: Ladies and gentlemen, I'm going to 

send you back to the jury room, I'll get you back in here as 

soon as we can. Please don't talk about the case, conduct 

any research. We'll get you back in here as soon as we can. 

Thank you. 

(WHEREUPON, the jury exited the courtroom at 3:51 

p.m.) 

THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: 

I was shown 

Thank you very much, 1o~r Honor . . 

a document by the Solicitor's office, 

this was a document that was previously been disclosed, so 

it's not like it's a surprise to me. It's used in the trial 

of this matter, however, it is a surprise to me. 

I believe this is improper character evidence of 

Ms. Rhue, but I will defer to Mr. Edgeworth. I believe 

that's more his department. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Your Honor, may it please the 

Court? 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: I will object to the use of this 

document on a couple of things. For one, of course, the 

fact that it's an improper attempt to elicit -- evidence of 

the character of my client through this extrinsic evidence 

that was obtained as part of this dump apparently. I think, 

also, to include that fact that it's highly prejudicial in 
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the sense that they're just trying to heighten or inflame 

the jury by the fact that there apparently was some, 

obviously, adulterous or other type activity, which is 

actually already in evidence, it's been admitted to 

otherwise. 

THE COURT: She admitted to it in the interview 

and that came in, correct? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: And then he's just ahmitted on the 

stand that they were sexual in nature; is lhat correct? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: It appears so, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Go ahead. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Well ... 

THE COURT: I just want to confirm that. That's 

what my recollection was and I wanted to confirm that that 

was yours 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: and not something that I -- go 

ahead. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: That's my understanding of 

testimony, he testified that he's reviewed it and that they 

are sexual in nature. She's already -- it's already been 

placed in evidence by the statements. So I think the use of 

this extrinsic evidence to bolster that is improper. 

THE COURT: All right. Let me see it. 
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MS. SMITH: Yes, of course. 

THE COURT: Please. And, in the meantime, I'm 

also happy to hear from you, Solicitor. 

MS. SMITH: Your Honor, I would actually be happy 

to limit it to closer in time to the date of Mr. Leon 

Harrison Jr. 's murder. 

THE COURT: What are you looking for specifically 

in here? 

MS. SMITH: Your 

misleading statements that 

Honor, there ar1 several 

she makes to the victim in this 

case saying that she's extremely sick or that she's going to 

commit suicide. And immediately, after when she's saying 

these things, she is talking to other people, men in 

particular, in which no I'm totally fine, I'm absolutely 

okay, you know. 

And then she says that she's really, really, 

really sick on February the 25th. And there are 

communications that show she is not sick that day. Then she 

sends a text message to the point where she is -- where she 

is --

THE COURT: All right. Where is this on 

February 25th? 

MS. SMITH: And I apologize, if you'll give me one 

second while I switch to it. 

THE COURT: Yes. 
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MS. SMITH: Your Honor, I may have been mistaken, 

actually, it may have been on the 24th. I think I may have 

just read it wrong, I apologize. 

Your Honor, it's not the 25th, I apologize, it is 

the 26th. I am -- it was not 'my intent to mislead the Court 

in any way possible. 

THE COURT: I don't think you're doing that at 

all, Solicitor. All right. 

So I'm looking on the 26th, Sol~citor. 

tell me what we're looking at and where ydu want 

my attention to. 

And so 

to direct 

MS. SMITH: Okay. Where there's -- and obviously 

the picture is not being sent here -- but that she's texting 

these people saying -- I mean -- saying, Send Me a pie, 

okay. 

THE COURT: Send me a pie. Are you talking about 

6939, incoming text? 

MS. SMITH: Yes. 

THE COURT: All right. Send me a pie. All right. 

Who is this -- this is somebody who's texting her? 

MS. SMITH: Yes. 

THE COURT: All right. Uh-huh. 

MS. SMITH: And then we're going into: I want you 

so bad. Let's see, to: I'm at my house, and, I want you 

too. And that would be -- excuse me, Your Honor, I 
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apologize, that would be 6957 and 6958. Then we're going 

into February 27th where she begins texting numerous men: 

Good morning, good morning, good morning, good morning, good 

morning handsome, good morning King. I mean, it's just 

numerous, numerous, numerous. 

Your Honor, I do believe this goes to malice, lack 

of remorse, that is more of what I'm seeking to admit. 

purpose, 
8
:::c:::::• So you're wanting thls in for what 

MS. SMITH: Lack of remorse. 

THE COURT: So were you wanting to admit this 

entire package of information? 

MS. SMITH: Your Honor 

THE COURT: Because I can tell you right now I'm 

not letting that back when they're dopping all sorts of 

words that are offensive that have absolutely nothing to do 

with this. Asking for pies. 

I think that's, you know, that's just completely 

inflammatory. 

field of play. 

And I think it's -- I think it's out of the 

She's through the -- when I say she admitted 

it, through the video 

MS. SMITH: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: -- she's admitted that she's 

that -- I don't know if it's an open relationship, or 

whatever you call it, but she's admitted that she's had an 
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open type of relationship. He's admitted that they were 

sexual in nature. 

I think the only thing -- Mr. Edgeworth, let me 

hear you on this. Okay. 

When I look at the 27th, sir, I think it was the 

27th, she was making reference to, calling some gentleman 

Queen -- or calling the gentleman King, excuse me -- and 

calling her a Queen, this type of thing. 

that, because I mean, what's your objection ab to 

I can kind of see that basically this is bhe day after all 

of this -- what's your position on that? Because I 

certainly don't see that as necessary as being sexual in 

nature. But it certainly does show somebody perhaps that 

isn't -- I think a jury could potentially glean some light 

on somebody's state of mind as it relates to the day after 

someone goes missing like this. 

Talk to me about that. Let me hear from you, sir. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Well, I mean, Your Honor, it's 

hearsay. It's this evidence that's been procured from -­

and I guess I'm trying top get my head wrapped around the 

question so that I can answer appropriately. 

I think that the purpose that the State is 

intending to use it for is only really limited to 

exaggerating or exacerbating something that's already been 

admitted, and, that is, other over relationships. 
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BARRY POWERS - DIRECT BY MS. SMITH 

THE COURT: All right. I'm going to agree with 

you. I'm excluding this. I think it's gratuitous. I think 

it's already been -- the real facts of the matter have 

already been into evidence. And I think there's plenty for 

the jury to draw their conclusion on already. So I also 

think it's duplicative in nature. I'm not going to allow 

that in. 

MS. SMITH: Yes, 

Your Honor, what 

limit to the time in which 

Your Honor. t 

if -- Your Hontr, if we could 

she is texting · im to come over. 

It would go to the Defendant's state of mind. Your Honor, 

it would also not be hearsay as it would be a statement of 

Ms. Rhue herself. And any responses for the others are not 

being offered for the truth of the matter asserted. 

THE COURT: Wait a second. You're talking about 

what we've already gone over? 

MS. SMITH: Just -- just limited to the 25th, Your 

Honor. February the 25th of 2017. 

And if I may direct you to 6876, Your Honor, and 

that would be on Page 557. 

THE COURT: 6876. 

MS. SMITH: 6876, yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Uh-huh. 6876. 

MS. SMITH: A text to 

THE COURT: To Mommy? 
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BARRY POWERS - DIRECT BY MS. SMITH 

MS. SMITH: Yes, Your Honor. This is right after 

she has texted him to come over, that she'll draw a bath and 

the other items. 

THE COURT: So you just want to get that one text 

in? 

MS. SMITH: It's -- it's the day, Your Honor. I 

mean, there are numerous -- you know, this is going to the 

fact that luring him over. That on 6843, you know, she's 
' \ 

there are text messages between the victim and Ms. Rhue 

start at 6816, that's on Page 555, Your ,onor. 

And then, you know, she's not feeling well, let's 

take a bath, okay, love you. She does get into an 

altercation. However, then she texts her mother, I can't 

handle the stress of things never working out for me and for 

once I can say I'm at my weakest point. I feel like I'm 

getting life -- I feel like getting life insurance on myself 

and giving up. I do a lot the right way, but my life really 

sucks. I don't want to drink, but life is kicking me really 

hard and I'm just tired, mentally tired, and I'm scared I'm 

going to lose my mind. 

Your Honor, this does go to -- or, I drink to keep 

calm, but nothing is working. Right after that the victim 

texts her and says: I'm on my way to you, baby. To which 

she replies: Okay. 

Your Honor, this does go to her state of mind 
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BARRY POWERS - DIRECT BY MS. SMITH 

during this time. It also is from her. She is a party 

deponent. This would be non-hearsay statements. 

THE COURT: All right. I'm not going to let any 

of this in. 

MS. SMITH: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: I just think that, again, it's 

gratuitous. I think I question the relevance, if it is 

relevance, I think it's highly prejudicia+ and I think the 

prejudicial aspects outweigh the probativt value. 

And, in addition to that, again, you've already 

gotten in through this witness testimony about her 

clearly her state of mind at or near the time this happened 

as it relates to pills, and wanting to end her life, and 

things of this nature. I'm not going to allow that in. 

MS. SMITH: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Yes, ma'am. Thank you. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Thank you, Your Honor. 

MS. SMITH: Your Honor, before we bring the jury 

in, I just want to make sure that I am not going against 

your ruling in any way, shape, or form. 

Obviously, the documents themselves stay out, 

however, if he has the knowledge of it can I -- would you 

allow me to ask him, Does her does Ms. Rhue's -- do 

Ms. Rhue's text conversations with other men continue in 

their normal course of action after -- after Mr. Harrison 
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BARRY POWERS - DIRECT BY MS. SMITH 

missing? 

THE 

MS. 

THE 

MS. 

COURT: 

SMITH: 

COURT: 

SMITH: 

No. 

Okay. 

You may not. 

Yes, sir. 

1602 

THE COURT: I just -- I think it's, again, I think 

it's gratuitous. I think it's already been established 

through her tape that was played to this jury and through 
l 

his testimony. I think the jury clearl~ understands that 

this is and or was an open relationship lat the time. And I 

think you can argue substantially whatever you want to argue 

in closing. All right? 

the jury 

MS. SMITH: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Thank you. 

All right. Is there anything else before 

in? 

MS. SMITH: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Defense? 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir. 

MR. VOIGT: No, sir. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Let's get the jury in. 

we bring 

(WHEREUPON, the jury entered the courtroom at 4:08 

p.m.) 

THE COURT: All right. Thank you, ladies and 
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BARRY POWERS - DIRECT BY MS. SMITH 

gentlemen. Solicitor, you can continue. 

MS. SMITH: Yes, Your Honor, briefly. 

THE COURT: And I think that was your objection we 

broke on? 

MR. VOIGT: It was, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: And that objection is sustained. 

Please proceed, Solicitor. 

MS. SMITH: Yes, Your Honor. 

BY MS. SMITH: 

Q. After February 27th, 2017, in the early morning 

hours, were there any further communications between Tiesh 

Rhue and the number (843)240-1042, either text or phone 

calls? 

A. 

Q. 

No, ma'am. 

Okay. No further questions. 

THE COURT: All right. Thank you. 

Mr. Hazzard, do you have any questions, sir? 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir. 

THE COURT: Thank you. Mr. Voigt, do you have any 

questions, sir? 

MR. VOIGT: I do not, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: And Mr. Edgeworth, do you have any 

questions, sir? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No questions for this witness, 

Your Honor. 
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THE COURT: Sir, thank you very much for coming 

in. If you're under subpoena, you're released from your 

subpoena and free to go, okay? 

THE WITNESS: Thank you. 

THE COURT: Have a good day. Yes, sir. 

All right. Solicitor, you can call your next 

witness. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, at this point we have 

a matter of law to take up with the 

THE COURT: Okay. Ladies 

Cou~t. 

and[ gentlemen, as 

there's a matter of law to be taken up with the Court, I'll 

send you back out. I'm sorry. I'll get you back in here as 

soon as I can. 

(WHEREUPON, the jury exited the courtroom at 4:12 

p.m.) 

THE COURT: Solicitor. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, the State intends to 

rest, but before we do, we'd like to make sure and have the 

evidence review and make sure everything has been admitted. 

And we all discussed doing that yesterday, but didn't want 

to rest on the record until we've done that to just make 

sure everything has been admitted. 

THE COURT: Well, why don't y'all take a few 

minutes and see if you can do that. 

Is that all right, Mr. Hazzard? 
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MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Hazzard, thank you. 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Edgeworth? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Yes, Your Honor. No problem. 

THE COURT: All right. That ~ill be fine. Let's 

take a few minutes and do that. They'l1 be glad. 

MS. RICHARDSON: That's what I thought, too. 

THE COURT: What I mean was, they'll be happy 

maybe that you're resting, but, I mean, that's fine. Thank 

you. Take some time. We'll be at ease for about the 

next -- is there anything that needs to be brought to my 

attention or to the jury as it relates to the review of the 

evidence, from the State? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. We need to 

just out -- they're showing the 39 was not admitted, so we 

need to admit it into evidence on the record. And I think 

they wanted to restate their -- note their objection on the 

record. 

THE COURT: Is that -- is that correct? 

MR. HAZZARD: That is correct, but out of an 

overabundance of precaution, I would ask that the Prosecutor 

check out the flash drive, make sure it says what it is what 
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the envelope purports it to be. And then, once that's done, 

yeah, I've got no problem with her moving and admitting it 

and us objecting again. 

THE COURT: All right. And what about it, 

Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: I agree with Mr. Hazzard, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Edgeworth? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: I agree, Your 

THE COURT: All right. She'll 

right now. 

Honor. 

going to check that 

MR. HAZZARD: Because it's purported to be just a 

flash drive of the photos from the search of the house. I 

want to make sure it's not anything else. 

MS. RICHARDSON: The 190 Photos,  Highmarket 

Street. This would be from the 3/14/2017 search. 

MR. HAZZARD: All right. Thank you, ma'am. 

MS. RICHARDSON: So that other flash drive that 

broke was supposed to have 330 photos on it, that's probably 

why it broke. 

THE COURT: All right. So my plan is to allow you 

to make that notation in front of the jury and then you plan 

on resting? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Then I'm going to send the 

jury home for the day, okay. We'll have some -- once 
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they're discharged, if y'all want to take a brief break, you 

can. And then I'm glad to hear any motions as it relates to 

other issues concerning your clients. Probably, we will 

address those first thing in the morning, give you an 

opportunity to talk with your clients. I always think 

that's best. 

And then we will bring the jury back in, y'all can 

put forth any evidence you want. And then, when that is 
r 

completed, it will be my plan to then trke a break argue and 

charge. Anybody have a problem or any questions about that? 

MS. RICHARDSON: No, Your Honor. I just ask that 

we have a sufficient break, that we can sort of set up and 

organize, and if anybody wants to use any of the exhibits, 

we can kind of get them in order. 

THE COURT: Well, I'll leave that up to 

Mr. Hazzard. He seems to be real good at establishing what 

the breaks are and how long they need to be. 

No, I'm joking. Y'all have plenty of time to do 

whatever you need to set that up, you know that. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Okay. Thank you. 

THE COURT: So, Mr. Bailiff, can you bring the 

jury in please, sir. 

(WHEREUPON, the jury entered the courtroom at 4:44 

p.m.) 

THE COURT: All right. Solicitor, you brought a. 
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matter of law to the Court's attention. Is there anything 

else that you need to put on the record at this point with 

the jury back in the courtroom? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. The State moves 

State's Exhibit Number 39 into evidence. There was some 

discrepancy as to whether that had been done. 

THE COURT: All right. 

MS. RICHARDSON: So we move State's 39, which is 
i 

the flash drive of the photos from 101~ Highmarket Street. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. bazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: Subject to previous objection, Your 

Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: Subject to our previous objection, 

Your Honor. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Subject to our previous objection, 

Your Honor. 

witness. 

THE COURT: Thank you, Mr. Edgeworth. 

All right. Solicitor, you can call your next 

MS. RICHARDSON: At this time the State rests. 

THE COURT: All right. Thank you, Solicitor. 

Ladies and gentlemen, the State has rested their 

case. As a result of that, there are several matters of law 

that I will have to take up with them now at this point 
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having rested their case. Those matters will take a 

significant amount of time. So I'm going to send you home. 

I'm going to ask that you be back at 9:30 tomorrow morning. 

And at that point we will proceed. 

So, again, don't talk about the case. No research 

on the case. If anybody bothers you about it, you let me 

know. I'll see you at 9:30 tomorrow morning. 

Thank you very much, folks. , 

(WHEREUPON, the jury exited te courtroom at 4:46 

p.m.) 

THE COURT: All right. Does the Defense has some 

motions to make? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Do you want to take a 

break before you make those motions, Mr. Hazzard, would you 

like to take a few minutes? 

MR. HAZZARD: I would appreciate it. 

THE COURT: All right. That's fine. 

MR. HAZZARD: If we could have about ten minutes, 

I'd appreciate it. 

THE COURT: Why don't we try to be back at 10 till 

5:00; is that all right? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir, five minutes, yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Well, I'm looking right there that 

would be -- no, no, excuse me. I meant five till 5:00, 
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because I wanted you to have ten minutes, Mr. Hazzard. I'm 

sorry about that, I read the clock wrong. 

See you back at about five till five. Okay, 

folks? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir. 

(WHEREUPON, there was a break held from 4:46 p.m. 

until 4:56 p.m.) 

THE BAILIFF: All rise. 

THE COURT: Thank you. Pletse be seated. 

Does the Defense has some motions they want to 

make? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, Your Honor. May it please the 

Court. 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

MR. HAZZARD: As the State has rested, it is my 

understanding, at this time the Defendant, Alexander Rhue 

Sr. makes a motion for a directed verdict on all remaining 

charges. And to my understanding those charges are 

Indictment 2017-GS-22-0878 for murder; 2017-GS-22-877 for 

desecration of human remains; and 2017-GS-22-875 for 

obstruction of justice. 

And I stand prepared to make an argument for the 

directed verdict on each of these in turn. 

THE COURT: All right. I'm ready to hear from 

you, sir. 
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MR. HAZZARD: Thank you, Your Honor. 

I would first direct the Court's attention to 

basically the history of the standard for directed verdict 

and the fact that it really has not changed much over the 

past 25 years. 

I would first direct the State's attention to 

State versus Ballenger, 322 SC 196, that's a 1996 case of 

::: ::p:::~ :o:::3o:a::u::
0
:a:::i::~rer:e:

0
:::t:fv~

0
:::burn, 

Carolina. · 

THE COURT: That was State v. what? 

MR. HAZZARD: Hepburn, H-E-P-B-U-R-N, 406 SC 416, 

a 2013 Supreme Court Case. And State v. Cain, C-A-I-N, 419 

SC 24, that's a 2017 case from our Supreme Court. 

And, basically, what all three of them say is 

that: A motion for directed verdict should be granted when 

the jury would be speculating at to the accused guilt or 

where evidence is sufficient only to raise a strong 

suspicion of guilt. That was the Ballenger Court's 

pronouncement. 

The Hepburn Court, 17 years later said: The trial 

court should grant a directed verdict motion when the 

evidence merely raises a suspicion that the accused is 

guilty, as suspicion implies a belief or opinion as to guilt 

based upon facts or circumstances which do not amount to 
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proof. 

Now, it also goes on to say: To be fair, on the 

other hand the trial judge is not required to find that the 

evidence infers guilt to the exclusion of any other 

reasonable hypothesis. 

Moving forward to 2017 in the Cain case, they 

simply say: A motion for directed verdict should be granted 

where evidence is such as to permit the jury to merely 

conjecture or to speculate, basicallt bringing you back 

around to the Ballenger case, which las 25 years prior. 

Now, the charge of murder that Mr. Rhue Sr. is 

charged with, the elements of that offense are the unlawful 

killing of another with malice aforethought. I would submit 

to the Court there has been absolutely no testimony or 

evidence, direct or circumstantial, that indicates that 

Alexander Rhue Sr. killed anyone in any way -- that he 

definitely did not kill Leon Harrison Jr. 

There has been not one word or testimony that he 

took an active hand in causing the death of Leon Harrison 

Jr. That, then, I think, brings our analysis to the hand of 

one is the hand of all. 

Well, it says if two or more people are together, 

acting together, assisting each other in committing the 

offense, the act of one is the act of all, or as it is 

sometimes said, the hand of one is the hand of all. And I 
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have taken that conveniently from your charge, Your Honor, 

on Page 24. 

I would submit to the Court there has been no 

evidence that Alexander Rhue Sr. was acting together with 

anyone or assisting anyone in the commission of the death of 

Leon Harrison Jr. 

The State has put up things that definitely are 

open to conjecture. 

went to Walmart with 

his son, but I don't 

For instance, they have said, Oh, he 

a person that th~y want to identify as 

think that is in evidence, at 1:00 in 

the morning and purchased two 88-cent bottles of peroxide. 

If you take that identification, as the light most 

favorable to the State, in other words, that's not something 

that's in evidence. That identification is not in and of 

itself in evidence. But if the Court were to take that, in 

a light very favorable to the State, and say, Yes, that is 

Alexander Rhue Sr. at Walmart at 1:00 o'clock in the morning 

on February 26, 2017, and he's with someone who purchases 

two 88-cent bottles of peroxide. 

That, at best, I mean, the State tried very hard 

to say from Mr. Amick, the expert, Well, you know, couldn't 

hydrogen peroxide be used to weaken blood stains? And he 

said, Well, yeah, it could, but there's also other reasons 

why. You know, there's yeast and bacteria, age, all of 

the -- UV lights -- all of those play or can play a part. 
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So, again, you're talking about mere conjecture 

even if the Court were to take that leap of faith, and 

that's what all of this is, is requiring a leap of faith. 

That, somehow, that action was an act in aiding in the hand 

of one is the hand of all. 

They would also possibly point to the statement 

that is alleged to have been made by Alexander Rhue Jr., 

something along the lines 

Well, the significance of 

the "We" specified to be 

of, Yeah, we got rid of him. 

that is, ,s I recall, nowhere is 
Alexander Rhue Sr. 

So even if the Court were to say the co-defendant 

made a statement against interest, I would submit in no way, 

shape, or form, does that statement against interest 

implicate Alexander Rhue Sr. 

So we have no testimony, whatsoever, indicating 

Alexander Rhue Sr. directly caused the death of Leon 

Harrison Jr. I would submit we have no credible testimony 

that indicates that he did anything in aiding others. The 

evidence that they did put into evidence, the cell tower 

records, things of that nature, show that his phone never 

left what they refer to as a three-mile vicinity of  

Highmarket Street. 

This significance of that, I would posit it to the 

Court, is the fact that there is no question that the 

victim's body was found on the Black River some -- I think, 
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Perry Collins, the homeowner who discovered it, said that it 

was least eight miles away, I think, was his exact testimony 

as to the distance top that point. I think it's actually 

more like 12 or 13 miles, but even going with the testimony 

that's eight miles away, well outside the zone that they put 

in that shows that, you know, his activity never goes 

anywhere. 

Now, they tried to cover that by saying, Oh, well, 

everyone turned their phone off. Agiin, leading to mere 

conjecture, because older folks like me and Mr. Rhue Sr., 

we're prone to turn our phones off at 2:00 a.m. when we go 

to sleep. And the period of time they said specifically was 

between 2:00 a.m. and 8:00 a.m. And there is nothing 

sinister or nefarious whatsoever about that, I would submit 

to the Court. Definitely not to get you past mere 

conjecture, suspicion, speculation, okay, as far as showing 

him doing some action assisting anyone else or committing 

the offense. 

So with regard to the charge of murder we would 

submit that a directed verdict motion of not guilty for 

Alexander Rhue Sr. is appropriate. 

Turning our attention to the desecration of human 

remains charge, with regard to that charge, there are 

different and amorphous elements to it, because one of the 

hardest things in the world is to find anything that says 
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exactly what is desecration. 

Now, the law says things about burial grounds, 

disinterment, things of that nature, there definitely has 

been no evidence submitted here to that regard. So we then 

turn our attention to the more vague pronouncement of 

regarding desecration, which is, apparently, doing anything, 

and if you go way back to the 1600 and 1700s where they 

first start talking about what constitutes desecration, it 

all has to do with the violation oflsome religious artifact. 

But, for the sake of this argument, we will say that's not 

what the law intends in South Carolina. 

If the law intends in South Carolina that an 

individual not move, disturb, harm, deface, further damage 

the remains of another person. I would submit to the Court 

there's been absolutely no testimony submitted that, direct 

or circumstantial, that would indicate in any way, shape, or 

form that Alexander Rhue Sr. was ever in possession of the 

deceased body, ever manipulated the deceased body, in any 

way, shape, or form, ever moved the deceased body. 

So we would submit a directed verdict of not 

guilty with the appropriate -­

THE COURT: Hold on. 

MR. HAZZARD: charge. 

THE COURT: You said, sir, that there was no 

evidence that he ever what? 
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MR. HAZZARD: Manipulated the body -- if they -­

since we're not talking about anything having, to with my 

knowledge, with disinterring or distroubling burial grounds, 

or under the traditional Old English interpretation of 

desecration as it had to do with religious artifacts --

THE COURT: Yes. 

MR. HAZZARD: and things of that nature, since 

we're not talking about that or that, I'm assuming what we 

are talking about is in some way difurbing, defacing, 

defiling, tampering with, mistreating the corpse of a 

victim. And I would submit to the Court that the record is 

absolutely bereft of any evidence, whatsoever, that he was 

ever in the presence in the corpse of Leon Harrison Jr., 

that he ever manipulated or touched it, that he ever moved 

it, or had anything to do with it. 

Throughout the State's case in chief, basically 

any law enforcement officer that took the stand, I asked 

them: You searched and had the opportunity to your heart's 

content Mr. Rhue's belongings? And they said: Yes. 

Even went so far as to say: After he was 

arrested, you went out to the jail and seized his clothes 

and his shoes, got to search them? Yes. 

You got to search any car that he has anything to 

do with? Yes. 

Did you find anything relevant to this case? And 
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the answer was, No. 

So, yes, the State has done a masterful job over 

these seven days of trying to sew speculation, but when you 

look at it in the cold light of day that's all it is, is 

speculation. Because, again, their evidence is Alexander 

Rhue Sr. never really left the area surrounding that cell 

tower. And that if, once he turned his cell phone off at 

2:00 a.m., heaven 

he then loaded up 

the deceased, too 

forbid, literally, 

Mr. Harrison Jr~­

early gone -- bul, 

wheelbarrow and pushed him up there? 

is their argument that 

and all due respect to 

what, loaded him up in 

And one of the other interesting things is, they 

want to put so much stock in cell phone records, let's go 

back before 2:00 a.m., there hasn't been a single argument 

made that this gentleman -- and I'll confine my argument to 

this gentleman 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

MR. HAZZARD: because he's my client. There's 

not been a single argument made that this gentleman called 

anyone else and that anyone else came to the house. 

So I'm still trying to figure, if he didn't -- if 

he didn't pack up the decedent and move him in his car, or 

any other car in the family, or any other car that was 

there, how do we how do we get there? 

So, yeah, they can -- they can talk about turning 
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off cell phones and they can talk about cell towers and they 

can talk about Geofencing and they can talk about all of 

that, but the bottom line is there is absolutely no evidence 

indicating that this gentleman possessed, touched, 

manipulated, moved, or desecrated the body of the deceased 

and moved him to the Black River some eight, nine, ten miles 

away. So, yes, mere conjecture, suspicion, and speculation, 

and as regards to that, it therefore fails. 

With regard to indictment!, 2017-GS-22-876 and 

879, for criminal conspiracy those nave been nolle prossed. 

Now, with regard to 2017-GS-22-875, obstruction of 

justice -- Court's indulgence, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

MR. HAZZARD: This big issue I have here, is I do 

recall anyone during the State's case in chief testifying as 

to anything that Alexander Rhue Sr. did to obstruct or 

impede or hinder the State's investigation. 

He answered the questions that he was asked. And 

I think it is very telling and informative that as was 

mentioned before, the warrant for obstruction of justice 

initially, the allegation was that he failed to tell them 

where Alexander Rhue Jr. was. That was the basis for that 

arrest warrant when he was arrested, because the Court 

actually got to review the recording where Mr. Rhue Sr. 

requested an attorney, and so it is not in evidence, but the 
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Court got an opportunity to review that, and that's what 

Investigator Morris said. Because he said, Obstruction of 

justice, what? Why? He said, Well, you lied to us about 

where your son is. 

Now, how someone is supposed to know to a 

mathematical certainty where someone else is, who is outside 

of their presence at any point in time, I am not sure. It 

is not a situation where they can say that they knew that 

Mr. Rhue Jr. had, you know, hopped a plane or a bus to 

Canada or Mexico. And he said, Nd, he's still here in 

Georgetown. 

It was a matter of where's your son? And he said 

he left the house around 10:00 o'clock and didn't tell me 

where he was going. So as of this moment I don't know where 

he is. Just like if you were to ask me right now, Where is 

my wife, who is a homemaker, I can only tell you where she 

was when I left the house at 7:30 this morning. I have no 

idea where she is right now, hopefully at home. But if the 

police were to ask me where is your wife, and I say as far 

as I know she's at home, or if she left the house, I don't 

know where she went. That is not obstruction of justice, 

Your Honor. 

Now, if they want to morph that and say the 

obstruction of justice is this whole thing about, You told 

us you got up around 1:00 a.m., which he did say up, he 
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said, I got up and I checked on the dogs and I checked the 

doors and I checked the kids around 1:00 a.m. They never 

asked him anything further. They never asked him, Did you 

go anywhere after that? Did you leave the house after that? 

They never asked him that. And I don't know that he's 

supposed to know to volunteer that. But I think it is 

interesting that he didn't he didn't -- he didn't tell 

them, Oh, no, I slept like a baby ~11 through the night. 

No, he said, Yeah, I went to bed at.out 9:30. My son came in 

the bedroom and he was getting ready to go out, he ironed 

his clothes and everything, then he left. And then I woke 

up around 1:00, and went and checked like I always do. And 

they left it at that. 

So I'm not even really sure what the allegation is 

of obstruction of justice. And unless the jury heard 

something I didn't hear, which is very possible, I don't 

think they know what the allegation is of obstruction of 

justice. 

So since there has been no evidence of hindering, 

impeding, obstructing, or impairing the investigation by 

anything, any words or deeds of his, I would submit that a 

directed verdict on that charge of obstruction of justice 

would be appropriate as well, Your Honor. Thank you. 

THE COURT: All right. Solicitor, let me hear 

from you on this Defendant. 
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MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, as for Alexander Rhue 

Sr. he puts himself -- he puts himself at the house that 

night. He admits to hearing some sort of confrontation. 

There's evidence that his daughter called out for him during 

or immediately after that confrontation. 

Your Honor, as for the charge of murder, there is 

evidence of injury that occurred to Leon Harrison Jr. in 

that home, where he admits to being that night. There's 

I . 
evidence that the injury and deatp of Mr. Harrison occurred 

that night, based on the cell phohe information that he 

his cell phone deactivated and was turned off from the 

network, because it had been in the possession of Ms. Rhue. 

There's been testimony about the --

THE COURT: The possession -- I'm sorry, what was 

that, Solicitor? 

MS. RICHARDSON: That the phone was in her 

possession during some of the night. 

Also, Your Honor, there's evidence that the house 

is small, she called out for him to help. He had some sort 

of injury in that home based on the forensics of the blood 

that was found in the home. There was efforts to conceal 

the discovery of that evidence. 

THE COURT: What about him? What did he do to 

conceal? I'm not -- I'm not -- I mean, we're talking about 

him and a murder charge, what did he do? 
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MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, he told the police he 

was at home. 

THE COURT: Right. 

MS. RICHARDSON: And then was on video at Walmart 

at 1:00 in the morning buying peroxide, which Mr. Amick has 

indicated, and everybody knows by common sense, can alter 

blood. He deactivated his cell phone around 2:00 a.m. The 

victim was tied up. There's been evidence about the weight 

and height of the victim. And, o+iously, the body was 

transported at some time. 

THE COURT: Yeah, but there's no evidence as to 

when the body was tied up, as to what time it was tied up, 

correct? No evidence he moved it? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, the evidence that he 

moved it would be the hand of one, the hand of all, type of 

thing. And also guilty -- guilty knowledge that he's 

concealing his whereabouts. He is attempting to conceal the 

whereabouts of his son. They are attempting to shield the 

discovery of cell phone evidence by deactivating their cell 

phone data of the circumstantial evidence, that is, the 

period of time when they could not be tracked. 

THE COURT: So by just turning your phone off at 

night, that's evidence that you're trying to conceal, that 

you don't want to be tracked? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, when you take that --
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not one circumstance in and of itself, it's the 

circumstances taken together. When you turn your cell phone 

off and you've told the police you were home all night and 

you're out buying peroxide and someone got injured and found 

dead and the evidence of that injury is in your home. When 

there is a voice mail where your daughter is calling out for 

your assistance. All of that evidence taken together, Your 

Honor, is the hand of one is the hand of all. 

And, in conjunction wiJh the fact that there is 

direct evidence against AlexandeJ Rhue Jr. regarding 

admitting to two separate people being involved in the death 

of Leon Harrison Jr. 

And, Your Honor, again the --

THE COURT: Where is the evidence as to where he 

died? Where did he die? Where did Mr. Harrison die? Did 

he die in Georgetown County? Isn't that something you've 

got to prove? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Let me hear about that. 

MS. RICHARDSON: The evidence indicates that he 

had -- his blood is found in the home, there's evidence of 

fresh concealment of the blood. 

The pathologist has testifed that any kind of 

bleeding injury can lead to death. Also he was found in the 

Black River in Georgetown County tied up. 
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And obviously --

THE COURT: Let me ask you something, because I 

don't know the answer to this: Where I live, the Edisto 

River separates Charleston County from Colleton County. And 

so, to a certain extent, depending on what side of the 

Edisto River you're on is what county you're in. 

Does the Black River -- is it Georgetown County on 

both sides or does -- is one -- is one side Georgetown 
' 

County and the other side another,county? I don't know. 

Do you understand what I'm asking? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes. In that area both sides are 

Georgetown County. 

THE COURT: I'm sorry? 

MS. RICHARDSON: That stretch of river, both sides 

are Georgetown County. 

THE COURT: All right. Thank you. Go ahead. 

What about desecration of the body, Solicitor? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, the desecration, as 

Mr. Hazzard said, there's a variety of definitions. But 

basically it's to treat the body not as sacred and to also 

cause injury and destroy the body. 

Your Honor, the fact that the body was disposed of 

and the way that it was disposed of led for it to decompose 

and to be destroyed by animals, as well. And not treating 

it as a body as supposed to be treated as far as burial and 
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that sort of thing. 

THE COURT: But where is the evidence that he did 

any of that? I mean, where is the evidence that he -- I 

mean, as Mr. Hazzard brought up, that he even touched the 

body? I don't -- I haven't heard anything that he touched, 

that he tied wire, that he -- I've heard no evidence that he 

moved it. 

There's no -- I mean, I guess he didn't -- I guess 

when he turned his -- I mean, thtre's evidence that he 

turned his cell phone off. I me. n, beyond turning your cell 

phone off -- I mean, the peroxide, that's all bought for the 

purposes of supposedly cleaning up the blood. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Correct. And at some point, you 

know, the carpeting was removed as well. 

THE COURT: Yeah, but, I mean, where's the -­

where's it that -- where did he do anything to the body? 

Where's the evidence that he did something to the body? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor --

THE COURT: Because that's the -- that's the nexus 

of that charge, isn't it? It's the mistreatment of the 

body. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, it's that they 

were -- all three admit to being there, they were together. 

The body was wrapped or bound and transported from the area 

to the river. There's evidence that he attempted to 
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conceal. The evidence of concealing shows guilty knowledge 

and participation, that he aided in trying to conceal the 

whereabouts of himself, his son, and that there was some 

sort of joining together to turn off the cell phones so they 

could not be tracked. 

THE COURT: I mean, but for the cell phones being 

turned off, what would you have? I mean, they were there. 

I mean, of 

mean, that 

course he's going to be there, he 

gentleman basically ltes there. 

So it's pretty natural for somebody 

lives there. 

who's however 

I 

old he is, 60 years old -- I don't want to be putting an age 

on anybody that's not 60 -- but let's say 

MR. HAZZARD: He says over 60. 

THE COURT: All right. Over 60 years old, I think 

it's inevitable that they're going to be at their house at 

night. So, okay, he's at his house at night, but I just 

don't -- I'm having trouble. 

MS. RICHARDSON: He admits to hearing the 

confrontation. She admits, or on the video, you can hear 

her calling for his assistance. His cell phone is used to 

call another -- to call the other female -- and that's where 

we have the voice mails and the voice mail that's been 

described as a butt dial that appears to have her calling 

for her father. 

Additionally, Your Honor, that same phone is used 
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to call -- to call Western Union. Her phone and then his 

phone within a minute of each other. And this is during the 

period of time that he admits that he was up and walking 

through the house and checking on them. Additionally, he 

and Ms. Rhue --

MR. HAZZARD: I would ask that there -- I 

apologize to interrupt you. 

THE COURT: Hold on. 
l 

MR. HAZZARD: 

clarification when you 

But I wbuld ask that there be some 

say the lossessives "her" and well 

specifically ''his" because I think you're referring on one 

sense to Leon Harrison Jr. then another sense to Alexander 

Rhue Sr. 

THE COURT: Mr. Hazzard. Mr. Hazzard, she's 

making an argument to me. 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: And so where she didn't interrupt you, 

I'd appreciate you not interrupting her. And I will give 

you, you know, I will give you time to voice anything you 

want to. You've been with me the eight days, you know that. 

So, just bear with me, let me hear from the Solicitor and 

we'll move around and I'll allow you to address whatever 

concerns you have. Okay, sir? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir. My apologies to you. 

THE COURT: That's all right. 
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Go ahead, Solicitor. I'm sorry. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, going back to the 

hand of one is the hand of all, we also look at the evidence 

against the other two participants as far as statements by 

Alexander Rhue Jr. to two different individuals. And also 

the actions of Ms. Rhue in leaving the voice mail and the 

bank or the Western Union being contacted after it was 

indicated he had left. 

THE COURT: All right. 

MS. RICHARDSON: And tne circumstances taken all 

together, Your Honor, and, again, a small home there was an 

argument, there's evidence of blood letting in that house 

concealment of the blood letting, and that Mr. Rhue Jr. 

acted -- Mr. Rhue Sr. actively goes to Walmart to get 

peroxide to aid in cleaning that or removing those stains. 

There's evidence that one spot of the blood is one 

in, whatever, octillion, with a strong profile. And then 

the other area had shown some evidence of a lower profile 

which could be evidence of cleaning, as stated by Dr. Amick. 

THE COURT: All right. Let me hear from you on 

the obstruction. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Again, Your Honor, as far as the 

obstruction actions that he took to hinder and obstruct this 

investigation primarily, Your Honor, that he lied about his 

whereabouts and the whereabouts of his son. He is clearly 
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on -- he, in particular, is clearly on video in the Walmart. 

His cell phone leaves the area after he told them it did 

not, that caused them to have to go to Walmart and watch all 

the hours of video, get the mappings and that sort of thing 

done. Those actions aid -- or hindered law enforcement. 

Also, Your Honor, by purchasing an agent that can 

clean blood. There was concealment and obstruction of some 

of the evidence in the house, which also was obstruction of 

justice. The joining together with everyone to turn off the 

cell phones during that period of time in the middle of the 

night. 

But, primarily, Your Honor, he lied about his 

whereabouts and the whereabouts of Alexander Rhue Jr., which 

required -- and the whereabouts of Leon Harrison Jr., 

because the phone records make it clear that his phone was 

still in the house. 

THE COURT: I'm sorry. What was that again, 

Solicitor? 

MS. RICHARDSON: That his -- and the whereabouts 

of Leon Harrison Jr., because he indicated that he left sort 

of immediately after the argument, and then we have these 

phone calls that span about an hour-and-a-half period of 

time. Including the phone calls and voice mails to Rosario 

Grate that span a period of time. But also the phone calls 

from his phone immediately after the same number was called 
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by Tiesh Rhue's phone. 

THE COURT: I want to ask you one other thing, 

Solicitor: Is it your recollection that the evidence was 

that he informed law enforcement that he was home all night? 

Because I don't remember hearing it that way. I don't 

remember him saying -- now, I thought he said he was at home 

or he went to bed. And then at one other point he said that 

his son came in there and ironed a shirt and things like 

that. 

MS. RICHARDSON: It's my recollection that he 

indicated that he was at home. And that he got up at 1:00 

in the morning and checked for the victim. 

THE COURT: Right. 

MS. RICHARDSON: There's also a phone call to -­

THE COURT: Or the dogs. He said he got up and 

looked and checked on the dogs. Uh-huh. 

MS. RICHARDSON: And also, Your Honor, he made a 

phone call with Tiesh Rhue in the middle of the night, as 

well. 

THE COURT: All right. Let me do this, I'm going 

to come back to you, Mr. Hazzard, I'm not going to forget 

about you, if I do, remind me. 

Let me hear from you, Mr. Voigt, as it relates to 

your client, sir. 

MR. VOIGT: Thank you very, Your Honor. 
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THE COURT: In regard to -- let's just start off 

with the -- with the murder, with the desecration of the 

body, and the obstruction. If that's all right? 

MR. VOIGT: Judge, in any order, that's fine. 

THE COURT: It keeps it easy, since that's the way 

he started, if we could just go in that route, it helps me 

with my notes and it helps my clerk how to think. 

MR. VOIGT: And I was inclined to go the opposite 

way, just because of the ease bf the hill that I have to 

climb. But regarding the murdLr, as the Court is aware, the 

Court is looking for the existence of evidence not its 

weight. And so I'm going to tailor my arguments to the 

existence of evidence. 

There is no evidence that Alexander Rhue Jr. 

lifted a hand to Leon Harrison Jr. at any time, in any way, 

that brought about Mr. Harrison Jr. 's death. 

There is testimony that he was in the house on 

that night. His own -- his own statement places him 

THE COURT: Let me stop you right there. 

MR. VOIGT: Sure. 

THE COURT: Don't the -- didn't the snitches say, 

He took him out and rolled him or took him for a ride? And 

didn't the other fella say that he told him that he killed 

him? I mean, that's just -- that's what I heard, and if 

that's what I heard. How, if I look at those two witnesses 
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in the light most favorable to the State, how in the world 

do I get around that? That's what I want you to address. 

MR. VOIGT: All right. Let's go with the 

statement, He's out of here, which I believe is what 

Mr. Simmons said. All right. 

I don't know that that is subject to only one 

interpretation. All right. He also said, We took him for a 

ride. So Antwan Simmons' state;ment here today, which is 

slightly different than what hi may have said in other 

places, but when I say here today, during this trial, he 

said, We took him for a ride and he's out of here. 

Now, let's look at the, He's out of here, part. 

This is a man who has come and gone. He's here and there. 

There's plenty of testimony in the record that there are 

long gaps of Mr. Harrison Jr. 's absence from the house. I'm 

not sure in and of itself that statement conclusively is 

it doesn't read as a confession. 

And then, We took him for a ride. All right. In 

almost the next breath he concedes that my client does not 

drive. Does not have a car. There's no evidence that he 

has a car. There's no evidence -- and this is where the 

State puts up evidence that seems to be directly 

contradictory to this. And, again, we're not talking about 

weight, we're talking about existence. 

The cell phone location data records of my client 
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do not put him near the Walmart. They don't put him in a 

place that's -- other than the place where he laid his head 

that night, they don't put him in a place that gives rise to 

any sort of suspicion of illegal activity. 

We don't have any evidence whatsoever of putting 

him in the room of the house. There's no DNA, there's 

nothing like that. We don't have the extraneous phone calls 

that can't be explained or anything like that. 

The best evidence tJat the State has produced from 

its witnesses, the existence lf evidence, is that Mr. Rhue 

Jr. is entirely dependent on others for transportation, for 

all purposes. And the evidence submitted by the State, they 

have not put any evidence into the record that -- where a 

jury could believe that Mr. Rhue was capable of giving 

anyone a ride even as colloquially slang for doing something 

bad or malicious to him. 

So I don't believe -- I believe that the State -­

the existence of the State's evidence just -- it does not 

exist as to desecration of human remains. And I can always 

go back to murder if you have a question. 

THE COURT: I've heard enough on murder. 

MR. VOIGT: Thank you. 

THE COURT: I don't mean to cut you off, if 

there's anything else you want to talk to me about. 

MR. VOIGT: No. No. I was ready to -- the dial 
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MR. VOIGT: As to desecration of human remains, 

there is no evidence placed into the record by any witness 

of the State as to the time of death of Leon Harrison Jr. 

There is no evidence whatsoever that my client had 

anything whatsoever to do with.transporting Mr. Harrison's 
/ 

body from wherever he may haveldied, which has not been 

established by any positive evidence of the State, to 

wherever he may have been found. There's no evidence 

whatsoever educed that he tied knots, that he left a body. 

We have no idea were the knots tied before Mr. Harrison died 

or after. It may have a bearing on desecration of human 

remains, but we don't have that evidence. We have 

conjecture, we have theories, we have suppositions, but we 

don't have evidence. 

And so as to desecration of human remains, I see 

no evidence in this record to support it, even with the fact 

that perhaps the statue is vague. But even if the statute 

ute does not fail for vagueness, there's no evidence in this 

record that Alexander Rhue Jr. did anything in furtherance 

of the desecration of the body of Leon Harrison Jr. 

As to obstruction of justice. The testimony 

it's the positive testimony that my client comes in 
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willingly of his own volition to the police station and 

gives a statement. He tells the police officers his phone, 

he tells them where he was, and he submits to a buccal swab 

with not a hesitation. Within the first 30 days of this 

investigation, the person who, I believe the State believes 

is the prime suspect in this homicide investigation, walks 

into the Georgetown Police Station, gives the officers a 

statement, gives them 

believe he's hindered 

investigation. 

his DNA and his phone number. 

or obsiructed any part of this 

I don't 

I don't remember Investigator Morris testifying 

that my client obstructed this investigation. Any sort of 

extra hurdle that police would have had because of my -- you 

know, my client intentionally did anything. We don't have 

that evidence. 

And so I would join with Mr. Hazzard with the 

differentiating how the facts as they play out in this trial 

will apply to our different clients. 

THE COURT: Thank you. 

Solicitor, in regard to the Mr. Rhue Jr., I'm 

happy to hear from you. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, as for the murder, 

again, as Your Honor stated there were two different 

individuals who said that he admitted to doing something or 

being involved. I took him for a ride, which the witness 

1587



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1637 

said was slang for killing him, also that the other witness 

indicated they had dumped the body. 

Your Honor, he also had the text message to his 

friend in the middle of the night indicating there had been 

some sort of family emergency and that he needed to leave 

the area. 

Again, Your Honor, that he said that he was home 

all night, which 

the first time. 

him as being on 

was actually contrary to what his dad said 

And that he,jagain, the officers identified 

the video at almart. That the cell phone 

records show that he had moved from the area that caused the 

officers to have to go to Walmart and look for additional 

information. Went so far as to try to --

THE COURT: Solicitor, remind me where is it he 

said he was home all night? I'm trying to remember where 

that was in the testimony. 

MS. RICHARDSON: It was on the 3/13/2107 interview 

where he's eating the Ramen noodles. 

THE COURT: Okay. When he was at the 

headquarters? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Right, when he was at the 

headquarters and he told Bobby Sorze (ph), I was playing 

video games and watching a movie and that sort of thing 

being home all night. He heard an argument, that he left, 

and he did give any of that information. 
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THE COURT: All right. Go ahead. 

MS. RICHARDSON: There was also evidence of malice 

and problems between Mr. Rhue Jr. and the victim. 

And, Your Honor, I'll point out and I don't have 

the whole case, I'm just looking at a summary of it, that 

evidence that Defendants are the last person to be seen at 

the -- at the incident location where the State believes the 

murder occurred. Also efforts to conceal evidence or 

circumstantial evidence of Jhe guilt of the Defendants. 

Again, Your Honor,[ the same things I said earlier 

about the blood and the evidence there. And, Your Honor, I 

would submit, too, that as far as guilty knowledge and 

attempt to conceal whereabouts, the fact that their phone 

doesn't ping or be tracked at Walmart indicates efforts that 

it wouldn't happen. And, of course, we evidence -- or that 

they had left it at home purposely. 

And we have evidence from Allen Huggins regarding 

efforts to conceal their whereabouts in the middle of the 

night and the parties acting in concert to do so. 

THE COURT: All right. Thank you. 

Mr. Edgeworth, I'm happy to hear from you, sir, 

with regard to your client, Ms. Rhue. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Thank you, Your Honor. May it 

please the Court. I'll try not to be overly accumulative 

with some of the arguments already made. 
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THE COURT: Take your time, sir. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: But even beginning with the 

murder, and I'm going to try to make my thoughts as linear 

as possible as far as the argument is concerned, but my 

instinct is to always to start with the biggest question 

that we're missing here is: We don't know when Mr. Harrison 

died and we don't know where he died. 

There is no evidence whatsoever in the record as 

to those two facts. And to iake the greatest point on that 

particular issue, which goes ·to the rest of my argument, is 

the pathologist testified that, you know, because of the 

state of the body, there was -- the only catch all of 

information that they could conclude from the autopsy was a 

catch all phrase called "homicidal violence." And her basis 

for that was the fact that the body was tied up. 

So she further stated that you can't really get 

into the details of whether he drowned, so therefore we 

don't know whether he was bound and drowned. And there was 

no -- which leads to the point that we don't know -- there 

was no testimony where and when the blood that they found in 

the home came from. 

What the State is attempting to do is have us 

speculate, or have the jury speculate, that there must have 

been some type of incident of which there's no evidence. 

It's not -- the pathologist didn't indicate that --
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THE COURT: There's been no evidence -- what were 

you saying there? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: There's no evidence -- the point I 

made just before you 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: -- inquired was: There's no 
I 

evidence in the record 

in the home was placed 

as tt· when the 

ther. 

blood that they found 

THE COURT: Correct. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: And the mere fact that they're now 

using blood that is found without knowing when it was put 

there is -- they're asking the jury to speculate and to 

reach a conclusion that can't be reached without any further 

evidence with these circumstances. 

In regards to Ms. Rhue, the evidence shows that 

she was in her home at all times. And because we do not 

know when and where Mr. Harrison died, based on the evidence 

that's in the record, there's no -- there's no evidence that 

supports that she was involved in his murder. 

As to the -- shall I move on, Your Honor? 

THE COURT: Yeah, that's fine. Yes, sir. 

Go ahead. Whatever you want. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: As to desecration, I move back to 
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the same point. Because we don't know when and where 

Mr. Harrison died. We don't know when or how or why the 

body could have been desecrated in any form or fashion. In 

regards to my client, the evidence shows that she was in her 

home at all times, or at least in the area of which her 

home, based on the cell phone records, at all times 

consistent with the evidence that's been put forth before 

this Court. . 

If the State were ~aking the argument that by 

moving the body to the Black River at some time, the 

evidence doesn't show that she left her home or the area in 

which her home is. 

If their contention is that she died -- that 

Mr. Harrison died in the home, there's no evidence that 

Ms. Rhue participated or had anything to do with the 

movement of that body. 

And then, lastly, Your Honor, as to the 

obstruction charge I would submit to the Court that from day 

one, and all the evidence is in the record, Ms. Rhue has 

participated in the investigation. She made multiple 

voluntary statements. She gave consent to search her cell 

phone and to give a buccal swab. She did not -- she was 

never asked in regards to anything other than her -- where 

she -- or the context of the arguments that she had with 

Mr. Harrison and even acknowledged that she had taken the 
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phone. She didn't lie about any specific -- or she didn't 

lie about any fact that was asked by law enforcement. And, 

not only that, she was asked multiple times. 

So the fact that they don't accept her answers 

doesn't make it obstruction. And I would submit to you that 

based on that that I would join in the motions to dismiss 

these counts. 

THE COURT: All right. Solicitor. 

MS. RICHARDSON: JYour Honor, what I'm hearing from 

everybody is just because - there's no requirement under 

the law that you pinpoint exactly the time of death and the 

actual method of death beyond it being a homicide. There 

are plenty of cases where bodies are completely decomposed 

or even no body cases, Your Honor. But we do have evidence. 

This about the existence and not the weight of evidence. 

do have evidence of when he died. 

That evidence is based on his -- when his cell 

phone was turned off, when his cell phone appeared to be 

being used by her, because she was also using hers to try 

access his bank accounts. That is when his cell phone 

deactivated from the network and was still in that area. 

We 

to 

And where he -- where he died, Your Honor, we do 

have evidence of that. There is blood found, his blood, 

found in the house in the area that's being concealed there 

is a portion consistent with castoff. Evidence of an injury 
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the last night that he was seen, Your Honor, is evidence of 

where he died and when he died. 

THE COURT: Hold on. Evidence of an injury the 

last night he was seen? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Right. 

THE COURT: Where is the evidence of an injury the 

last night he was seen? Because we have no idea how long 

the blood's been there, correct? Zero testimony to that. 

MS. RICHARDSON: tell, when did they go to clean 

it up. We've got that. We ve got evidence that that's the 

night they went and they lied about their whereabouts to go 

get peroxide. 

THE COURT: All right. 

MS. RICHARDSON: That is evidence that that's when 

the blood was spilled in the house and efforts were taken to 

clean it up. Also, Your Honor, any -- a change to the 

pattern of life of the victim as far as people not being 

able to get in touch with him, I know there's been some 

other evidence, but as far as the phone being cut off 

completely that night, in conjunction with the peroxide, the 

missing carpet, the blood, his blood being found in the 

house, is evidence of when and where he died. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Hazzard, you want to 

tell me something else, sir? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir, Your Honor. Very briefly. 
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May it please the Court. 

I would submit all of this would be interesting 

had the jury heard some testimony that -- from someone 

placing the components of hydrogen peroxide on that padding. 

I would think then maybe the jury could make a logical 

connection between a substance purchased in the pharmacy 

section that has many, many, many uses. If it was a 

cleaning agent, it would be in the cleaning section. 

children 

If they had somJthing where one of the five 

said, Yeah, I woJe up the next morning and Grampy's 

on his knees scrubbing the carpet padding with a bottle of 

peroxide beside him, then maybe we would have something 

where the jury could make a logical connection. It leaves 

speculation, conjecture, and suspicion, which are not 

permissible. 

And I loved the way, facetiously saying, they are 

trying so hard, because part of the State's argument to this 

court on this motion, Well, we have evidence that Tiesh Rhue 

called out to her father. That's nice. My wife calls out 

to me all the time and, much to her chagrin, I don't hear 

her or respond. 

Now, if you had some testimony when they were 

asking her questions and she said, Okay, you say I called 

out to him. If they said, Well, what did he do? Did he 

come to your aid? Did he come and talk to you? Did he come 

1595
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out back where the argument was supposedly happening? Then 

maybe we would have something. 

But for their argument to be that his involvement 

is based on the fact that someone else allegedly called out 

to him with absolutely no testimony or evidence regarding 

actions on his part or a response, I would submit, fails. 

And then the Prosecutor says, We have evidence of 

the injury that 

we have no idea 

whatsoever. 

night. The Court has already pointed out, 

how long tiat blood was there, none 

So I appreciate what they want to be in the record 

and what they want the evidence to be, but, no, we have 

absolutely no evidence that the injury was sustained that 

night. We have no absolutely no evidence that the blood 

found in that room has anything to do with his death. 

And, for instance, we don't even know that he was 

injured that night. Why don't -- we do we not know? 

Because the Prosecutor tried really hard, if the Court 

thinks back to the pathologist's testimony, the Prosecutor 

tried really, really hard in talking about the damage to 

Mr. Harrison Jr. 's corpse, to try to say, Well, couldn't 

this be from some form of homicidal violence? She kept 

pushing that narrative and the pathologist kept saying, 

Well, yeah, it could be, but it looks more like predation. 

We heard the word "predation" probably 11 or 12 times, 
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meaning we have no idea if he was alive when he was put 

there, if he was dead when he was put in there. Again, all 

simply calling for speculation as to murder, as to 

desecration of human remains. 

And I would point out this to the Court, and I 

will sit down, the Prosecutor keeps saying, Well, he was in 

the house. Well, as the Court pointed out, Yes, he lives 

there the vast majority of the time, he being Alexander Rhue 
i 

Sr. 

By the law, as l understand it, when you're 

talking about the hand of one is the hand of all, Alexander 

Rhue Sr. could have been sitting there on the couch and 

watched two other people kill Mr. Harrison Jr., with 

knowledge beforehand that they were going to kill him, but 

if did not aid or assist in any way, he would not be guilty 

under the hand of one is the hand of all. That is my 

understanding of the law. 

THE COURT: What is the relationship with that and 

the mere presence? 

MR. HAZZARD: Because that's 

THE COURT: Merely presence, remind me of that. 

MR. HAZZARD: Well, let's see -- and once again 

I'm looking at the Court's own charge here -- it says, Prior 

knowledge of the crime that's going to be committed without 

more is not sufficient to make a person guilty of that 
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crime. Mere knowledge that another person is going to 

commit a crime, even if the defendant is present when the 

crime is committed is not sufficient to convict the 

defendant as principle. Guilt as a principle is shown by 

actual or constructive presence at the scene as a result of 

prior arrangement. 

THE COURT: All right. 

MR. HAZZARD: sq my position is, Yes, he was 
I 

present and that is -- th1t is all that they can show. 

That, yes, he was present in the place where he lays his 

head the vast majority of the time. There has been no 

evidence submitted for the jury's consideration that he knew 

of anything that allegedly happened to Mr. Harrison in the 

house. 

There's been no actual real substantial testimony 

or evidence that anything actually did happen to him in the 

house that night. And the Court asked regarding the Black 

River, both sides of the Black River, very well, are in 

Georgetown County. But I'll tell you, if you go a couple of 

miles farther upstream, you're in Williamsburg County. 

So we have absolutely no evidence -- and I believe 

it's Williamsburg County, it's definitely another county 

than Georgetown, so we have absolutely no evidence as to 

when and where his body was placed in the Black River, where 

it was ultimately found. 
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THE COURT: Okay. 

MR. HAZZARD: So I would submit they even failed 

with regard to the issue of jurisdiction. They are hoping 

people buy into the, It happened at the house that night, 

but I submit that all they have is conjecture and 

speculation and suspicion and that is not sufficient to 

survive the 

THE COURT: All right. Is the Defense 
I 

anything else the Defens1 wants to tell me as it 

the directed verdict motJon? 

is there 

relates to 

MR. VOIGT: No, sir. I would join in with 

Mr. Hazzard's comments. 

THE COURT: All right. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Likewise, Your Honor. Nothing 

further. 

THE COURT: Solicitor, is there anything else you 

want to tell me? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. If there's 

evidence, and we have some direct and some circumstantial 

evidence, if there's evidence that a jury could logically 

deduce what had happened and points to the guilt of the 

defendants, and that's what we have here, Your Honor. 

It's almost like if -- obviously, this individual 

was murdered. Obviously he was killed at the hands of 

others. And he was killed in a manner where they attempted 
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to conceal how he died and, obviously, they were attempting 

to get away with it. And evidence of concealing a crime is 

evidence of guilty knowledge, of being involved in the 

crime, Your Honor. And, You Know, if Mr. Perry hadn't been 

outside working in his yard. 

were --

THE COURT: And that was a case, Solicitor? You 

MS. 

THE 

Yeah. 

sure -- I need my clerk to get 

that case for 

RICHARDSON:l 

COURT: Makr 
me. 

MS. RICHARDSON: State v. Lawless, 541 SC 2nd 254. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Also State v. Edwards, 379 SC 2nd 

888. 

THE COURT: All right. 

MS. RICHARDSON: And, again, we're looking at the 

existence or non-existence of evidence and not it's weight. 

And we're not looking at just one piece of evidence, we're 

looking at, because it is a circumstantial case, how that 

evidence builds together, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. I will tell you that, as 

it relates to the murder charge for Mr. Rhue Jr., while it 

may not be very strong, sir, I think there definitely is 

evidence that's been presented that is going to allow that 

charge to go to the jury. I think by virtue of the 
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testimony alone. 

So, as it relates to the murder charge for 

Mr. Rhue Jr., I'm going to deny that motion and I'm going to 

allow that matter to move forward at this point. Okay? 

The other matters, I'm going to have to think 

about it and I'm going to let you know about those tomorrow 

morning. I'm going to have to -- I'm going to have to get 

some more -- the -- that one, Mr. Voigt, to me becomes 

pretty elementary and I think there's enough there, and I 

think you can take that ny number of ways, but one of the 

ways that you can definitely take that testimony, and I 

think the jury can believe that individual. And I think 

that's enough right there to allow this to move forward and 

for me to deny your motion as it relates to that. 

As it relates to all of the other charges against 

Mr. Rhue Sr. and Ms. Rhue, I've got to think about those and 

I'm going to deliberate some over those tonight, try to look 

at those cases. And what I plan on doing is, I'd like for 

everybody to be back here at 9:00 tomorrow, we'll go and 

I'll go ahead and let you know what my decisions are there. 

Then, of course, you gentlemen, I'm sure this 

evening, I know you've already done this, but you may want 

to talk with or give you an opportunity to talk with your 

clients about their rights and their Constitutional Rights 

as to what they want to do. And then I will go and I will 

1601



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1651 

question them about those -- about whether or not they want 

to testify. I'm going to question each of one of the 

defendants in detail about that and make sure that we 

understand and that they understand that that's their 

decision and no one else's. 

But we'll go over all of that tomorrow, but I want 

to give y'all adequate time to talk with your clients about 

that and what you want ta do. And, of course, then if 

there's any case you wan~ to put forward, we'll move forward 

with that. 

The jury charges, the only thing -- I think we've 

already had a conference as it relates to the jury charges. 

I think I'm taking out the -- where keeping in the hand of 

one the hand of all, but the conspiracy charges are out. 

And so that will be the modification that we will make I 

think to the jury charges, okay? So I don't want to get in 

here and start debating the jury charges again tomorrow. 

Okay? 

So, to that extent -- I say that, you know, if 

something comes up, but what I don't want to do is spend an 

hour deliberating the charges. I think we've got that down. 

If there's something that comes up, I'm happy to listen, but 

I want to try to, in fairness to everybody, try to move 

things along. 

Anything further from the State? Does the State 
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have any motions? Do you have anything in reply -- any 

motions -- anything you need to bring to the Court's 

attention at this point? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, the only thing I can 

say, I think somehow I missed Mr. Edgeworth, I don't know if 

Mr. Hazzard jumped in before he -- I don't know. Somehow I 

missed Mr. Edgeworth. 

I would say, Your Honor, as to her, you know, 

again, there is some evldence in the record regarding, you 

said labor, and tAe Court could consider that as well. know, 

THE COURT: All right. And I understand that 

argument. All right. So we'll be at ease until 9:00 

o'clock tomorrow morning. 

And, I'm sorry, anything else from the Defense, 

Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Edgeworth? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. And I want y'all to know 

when I joke a little bit about my law clerk, that's just 

joking. She does a fabulous job and I want her to know 

that, okay? I want y'all to know that, too. All right? 

All right. Thank y'all. See y'all tomorrow 
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(WHEREUPON, the proceedings adjourned for the day 

at 6:11 p.m.) 

OCTOBER 20, 2021 

seated. 

(WHEREUPON, the proceedings resumed at 9:08 a.m.) 

THE BAILIFF: All rise. 

THE COURT: Thank you very much. Please be 

MR. 

THE 

HAZZARD, ty apologies 

COURT: No problem. 

for delaying the Court. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Before we start, can we meet with 

you, Your Honor? 

THE COURT: Sure. 

MS. RICHARDSON: And may I ask that we step in the 

back hallway to do this? I'll explain why. 

THE COURT: All right. 

(WHEREUPON, there was a pause in the proceedings.) 

THE BAILIFF: All rise. 

THE COURT: All right. Thank you, you can be 

seated. All right. 

Concerning some ruling on the motions for directed 

verdict, I've thought about this matter, or these matters, 

for a significant amount of time last night and this 

morning. As it relates to the desecration of the body and 

the motion for directed verdict, I would grant the motion 
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for directed verdict as to all three Defendants on the 

desecration of the body charge. I don't think we know when 

Mr. Harrison passed away. We don't know when he died. And 

I think amongst other things where desecration of the body, 

somebody has got to be deceased. And so to that extent, we 

don't know when -- we don't know if he was alive or if he 

was whether he was deceased when speaker wire may have been 

wrapped around him. We don't know when -- exactly when or 

where he was thrown 

And so to 

or ~laced into the river. 

thak extent, I think that, for instance, 

I don't know that would be desecration of a body if he was 

alive when he was thrown into the river if that is, indeed, 

what happened. I don't -- there's just not any evidence as 

it relates to who touched him, where he was touched, and 

even if he was touched after he was deceased. 

As a result of that, I think that it would be -­

the jury could only speculate as to the desecration of a 

body charge. And so, for those reasons, I am going to grant 

the motion for directed verdict as it relates to desecration 

of the body as to all three Defendants. 

I've already ruled that I was going to deny the 

motion for directed verdict as it concerns Alex Rhue Jr. 

regarding murder. I want to also now place on the record 

that I'm going to deny the motion for directed verdict as to 

murder regarding Mr. Rhue -- Defendant, Mr. Rhue Sr., and 
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Defendant, Ms. Rhue. 

I am also going to deny the motion for directed 

verdict for obstruction of justice as it relates to all 

three Defendants, Rhue Sr., Rhue Jr., and Ms. Rhue. 

I reviewed the case of State versus Meuller, and 

that is Opinion Number 5590425 SC 625, that's 825 SE 2nd 53. 

That's a 2019 case, which reads among other parts: 

Circumstantial evidence gains its strength from its 

combination with other evidence and all the circumstantial 

evidence presented in a case must be considered together to 

determine whether it's sufficient to submit to the jury. In 

the lens through which a Court considers circumstantial 

evidence, when ruling on a directed verdict motion it's 

distinct from the analysis performed by the jury. To wit, 

my analysis is to determine whether the evidence presented 

is sufficient to allow a reasonable juror to find the 

defendants guilty beyond a reasonable doubt. 

I believe that there has been substantial 

testimony to allow this matter to go to the jury, both of 

these charges. I believe that the facts or I believe 

that the evidence, when looked at in the light most 

favorable to the State, I believe that is shows that, at the 

residence on Highmarket Street, there was a large amount of 

blood found. I believe that this blood was, in fact, I 

think there's evidence that this was, in fact, the victim's 
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blood. There's evidence that the carpet cut looked fresh. 

To wit, I think it's very reasonable to infer that the 

blood, in fact, was fresh, relatively speaking. 

I know that the expert was not able to opine 

whether it was fresh or not fresh, but I think that when you 

take the carpet cut in conjunction with the testimony from 

the officers that it looked fresh. I think were was 

testimony that the victim and Ms. Rhue, for a lack of better 

words, had a very volatile relationship. 

they -- she was mad at him, they argued. 

bad relationship with the victim. 

That evening 

Mr. Rhue Jr. had a 

Again, I'm looking at all of this and summarizing, 

surmising, based upon what I believe, looking at it in the 

light most favorable to the State, I think that their 

evidence was that Mr. Rhue Jr. had a bad relationship with 

the victim. The victim's phone -- I think there's 

sufficient testimony that the victim's phone never left the 

house. I think there's sufficient testimony that this was 

the last place the victim was seen alive. I think there's 

sufficient testimony that the defendant had realized, that 

evening, in fact, that their relationship was over. 

I think there's testimony that tends to indicate 

that Mr. Rue Sr. indicated that he was at the home all 

night. And that he was not fully forthcoming to law 

enforcement and/or was deceptive in that fact. I think the 
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jury can reasonably deduce that based on the evidence that's 

been presented. I think he provided conflicting testimony 

as to when he went to bed and, that is, when he went to 

sleep. This was a small house. There's evidence that she 

was yelling out for her father, Mr. Rhue Sr. 

Again, it appears, I think there's evidence that 

the defendant's phone's never left the home, but, in fact, 

two of the defendants went to Walmart. They purchased 

peroxide at 1:00 a.m. There was testimony that it was a 

cleaning agent and that it would prevent or could interfere 

with a DNA ID or match. It could interfere with the 

sourcing of the blood. The phone evidence, again, certainly 

indicates that the phones were turned off at or about the 

same time. I think there's a strong inference. I think 

there's also -- I think there's circumstantial evidence 

there's suspicion, circumstantial evidence to show a 

coordination of activity between these individuals that 

evening. 

He wasn't reported missing for several weeks. 

Mr. Rhue Sr. was giving him rides everyday to work or 

picking him up, but nothing is going on for two weeks, he 

doesn't report him missing, he doesn't take any action. 

There's testimony that Mr. Rhue Jr., at least 

through the witnesses, say that Mr. Rhue Jr. indicated that 

he killed or certainly can infer that he killed the 
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defendant. There's testimony that Mr. Rhue Jr. indicated 

that, We dumped him, or I don't know if it was dump the body 

river, but, We dumped him. And I think that "We" certainly, 

based upon the facts that have been presented and the 

coordination, the evidence -- the circumstantial evidence of 

coordination between these individuals, in that small house, 

that evening, I believe, allows a jury to, based upon that 

evidence, I think that a jury could, in fact, decide or find 

that all three of these individuals are guilty beyond a 

reasonable doubt. 

In addition, I also want to -- I remember that 

Mr. Rhue Jr. also had a very unusual text about things being 

messed up and needing to leave town or leave town quickly. 

All right. I think that, for all of those 

reasons, I believe that there's sufficient evidence for this 

matter, in the light that I'm required to review this 

evidence, to allow this matter to move forward and to deny 

those directed verdicts at this time as it relates to the 

murder concerning all three defendants and, as it relates to 

obstruction of justice as it relates to all three 

defendants. And that will be my ruling. 

Any questions from the State? Does the State 

understand my ruling? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: I'm not asking if you agree with it, 
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I'm just asking that you make sure you understand the ruling 

I've made and had any questions concerning it? 

MS. RICHARDSON: No, Your Honor. My only question 

would be how to, of course, we all advise the jury at the 

beginning what the charges were, how to address that issue 

with the jury. 

THE COURT: All right. We'll talk about that in a 

second. 

Concerning my ruling, Mr. Hazzard, you understand 

it, sir? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: I understand it and please note my 

exception where applicable. 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. And with Mr. Hazzard, I 

understand that. And Mr. Edgeworth? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: From the Defense, let me ask you: How 

would you propose, as it relates to now, basically, we're 

down to, I guess, two charges and instructing the jury to 

that? I submit I will just tell them that basically the 

only two charges that they need to consider that we're going 

to talk about are these and the other charges, you know, as 

a matter of law, they're not -- you know, we've disposed of 

that, or as a matter of law that they're not to take up or 
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MS. RICHARDSON: That's suitable with the State, 

Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. I'll -- before we get them 

out here, immediately with my charges, I will have something 

written that I will hand to y'all. But it will be very 

brief. I don't think there's any reason to bring a whole 

lot of attention to that other than to merely state the 

obvious, that's just not for their consideration. That 

these are the charges that they are to consider. 

All right. Mr. Hazzard, have you had an 

opportunity to talk with your client about his right to 

testify or his right to remain silent in this matter? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. Has he made a decision as 

to whether or not he desires to testify or to exercise his 

Fifth Amendment Rights and remain silent? 

MR. HAZZARD: To my understanding he has. 

THE COURT: And what is that, sir? 

MR. HAZZARD: My understanding is that his 

decision is to invoke his right to remain silent. And I 

would ask the Court to have a colloquy with him to determine 

that. 
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THE COURT: I plan on doing that. 

Have you had an opportunity to talk to your client 

about that, sir? 

MR. VOIGT: I have, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: And have you -- do you know -- has he 

made a decision as to what he wants to do, sir? 

MR. VOIGT: Your Honor, his decision is to invoke 

his Fifth Amendment Right to remain silent. 

THE COURT: I certainly understand that. 

And Mr. Edgeworth, have you also had an 

opportunity to talk with your client? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: I have, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Okay. And has she made a decision as 

to it relates to this? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Yes, Your Honor. She wishes to 

invoke her Fifth Amendment Right. 

THE COURT: All right. I understand. 

What I want to do is and I know it's going to 

take some additional time, but I want to go through the I 

want to go through this individually with each Defendant. 

Because I want each Defendant to understand clearly that it 

is their individual decision and not a collective decision 

amongst three Defendants with three family members. 

So I want to -- and I know it will take a few 

extra minutes, but I want to go through that individually, 
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Is there any objection to that, Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir. 

THE COURT: Any objection? 

MR. VOIGT: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Any objection? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Any objection from the State? 

MS. RICHARDSON: No, Your Honor. 
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THE COURT: All right. Well, at this time what 

I'd like, y'all can be seated if you'd remain standing for 

right now, Mr. Rhue Sr. 

All right. Could we place -- and I'm sorry, 

Mr. Rhue's first name escapes me. 

MR. HAZZARD: Alexander. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Alexander Rhue Sr., 

could someone place him under oath, please? 

ALEXANDER RHUE SR., having been duly 

sworn, testified as follows: 

THE DEFENDANT: I do. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Alexander Rhue Sr. 

Sir, at this time I'm going to explain to you 

certain of your rights. If you don't understand anything I 

say, please let me know. If you want me to explain anything 

in more detail, please let me know. 
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THE COURT: Okay. We now have reached the stage 

of the trial where you may present your defense, sir. You 

have the right to claim the protections given to you by the 

Fifth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States. 

This amendment states in part, sir, No person shall be 

compelled in any criminal case to be a witness against 

himself. 

Do you understand that, sir? 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Rhue, this means that 

you cannot be required to testify in this case. You have 

the right to testify on your own behalf however, no one can 

make you testify. This is a personal right and no one can 

waive this right except you, sir. 

Do you understand that? 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Rhue, if you decide to testify you 

will be subject to the same rules that govern other 

witnesses, and you may be examined and cross-examined on any 

relevant issue in this case. In addition, if you have any 

convictions involving dishonesty, sir, or false statement, 

or for crimes punishable by imprisonment for more than one 

year and this Court deems that the probative value of 
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admitting this evidence outweighs it's prejudicial effect to 

you, the Solicitor will be able to introduce your record and 

attack your credibility. 

Do you understand that, Mr. Rhue? 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: If you decide to testify, Mr. Rhue, 

the decision on your part must be freely, voluntarily, and 

intelligently made with knowledge of the protections given 

to you by the Fifth Amendment and the consequences of your 

decision to testify. 

Do you understand that, sir? 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: If you decide not to testify, I will 

instruct the jurors that they cannot give the fact that you 

did not testify any consideration whatsoever and that there 

is to be absolutely no prejudice to you because you did not 

testify. 

Mr. Rhue, it is left entirely up to you, sir, 

whether or not you testify. You may talk to your lawyer, 

your family, friends, anybody else, but the final decision, 

sir, is left to you. 

Do you understand that? 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Do you understand, Mr. Rhue, what I've 

explained to you, sir? 
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THE DEFENDANT: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Do you have any questions, Mr. Rhue, 

about what I've explained to you? 

THE DEFENDANT: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Have you discussed with your lawyer 

whether you should testify or not, sir? 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Do you wish to talk with your lawyer 

or need any more time to talk with your lawyer about this 

matter at this time? 

THE DEFENDANT: No, sir. 

THE COURT: Do you wish to testify, Mr. Rhue? 

THE DEFENDANT: No, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. Thank you. You can be 

seated. 

THE DEFENDANT: Thank you. 

MR. HAZZARD: Your Honor, if I may, I would also 

place on the record, and this is something I actually 

normally do in pretrial motions, I want to place on the 

record the fact that, to my recollection, there were no plea 

offers made to Alexander Rhue Sr. in this case. Therefore 

there were no plea offers for him to consider, accept, or 

reject. 

THE COURT: All right, sir. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, there were no plea 
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offers, but there was an offer for him to proffer. 

THE COURT: All right. Will you place 

Mr. Alexander Rhue Jr. under oath, if somebody could do that 

for me, please? 

ALEXANDER RHUE JR., having been duly 

sworn, testified as follows: 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Alexander Rhue Jr. 

Sir, you can put your hand down. 

At this time, I'm going to explain, sir, a certain 

of your right. If you don't understand anything I say, 

please let me know. If you want me to explain anything in 

more detail, please let me know. 

Do you understand that, Mr. Rhue? 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: We've now reached the stage of the 

trial where you, sir, may present your defense. You have 

the right to claim the protections given to you, sir, by the 

Fifth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States. 

And the amendment, in part, states that, No person shall be 

compelled in any criminal case to be a witness against 

himself. 

Do you understand that, sir? 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: This means that you cannot be required 
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to testify in this case. You have a right -- you have the 

right to testify on your own behalf. However, no one can 

make you testify. This is a personal right and no one can 

waive this right except you. 

Do you understand that, sir? 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Sir, if you decide to testify, you 

will be subject to the same rules that govern other 

witnesses and you may be examined and cross-examined on any 

relevant issue in this case. 

In addition, if you have any convictions, sir, 

involving dishonesty or false statement, or for crimes 

punishable for imprisonment for more than one year and this 

Court deems that the probative value of admitting the 

evidence outweighs its prejudicial effect to you, the 

Solicitor will be able to introduce your record to attack 

your credibility. 

Do you understand that, sir? 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: If you decide, Mr. Rhue, to testify 

this decision on your part must be freely, voluntarily, and 

intelligently made with knowledge of the protections given 

to you by the Fifth Amendment and the consequences of your 

decision to testify. 

Do you understand that? 
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THE DEFENDANT: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Sir, if you decide not to testify, I 

will instruct the jurors they cannot give the fact that you 

did not testify any consideration whatsoever. And that 

there's to be absolutely no prejudice to you because you did 

not testify. 

It is left entirely up to you, Mr. Rhue, whether 

or not you testify. You may talk with your attorney, your 

family and friends, or anyone else, but the final decision, 

Mr. Rhue, will be left entirely up to you. 

Do you understand that? 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Do you understand, Mr. Rhue, what I've 

explained to you? 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Do you have any question about what 

I've explained to you, Mr. Rhue? 

THE DEFENDANT: No, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Rhue, have discussed this matter 

with your lawyer, that is, whether you should or should not 

testify? 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Do you need any additional time to 

speak with your lawyer concerning this matter, Mr. Rhue? 

THE DEFENDANT: No, sir. 
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THE COURT: Mr. Rhue Jr., do you -- Alexander Rhue 

Jr., do you wish to testify, sir? 

THE DEFENDANT: No, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. Thank you, sir, you can be 

seated. 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes, sir. 

MR. VOIGT: And for the record, Your Honor, I 

don't believe that Mr. Rhue Jr. was even offered a proffer 

in this matter. 

THE COURT: Okay. All right. 

And can someone place Ms. Tiesh Rhue under oath, 

please? 

TIESH RHUE, having been duly sworn, 

testified as follows: 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes. 

THE COURT: All right. Ms. Tiesh Rhue, at this 

time -- you can put your hand down, ma'am. 

At this time I'm going to explain to you certain 

of your rights. If you don't understand anything I say 

please let me know, Ms. Rhue. If you want me to explain 

anything in more detail, please let me know. 

Do you understand that, Ms. Rhue? 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Ms. Rhue, we've now reached the stage 

of this trial where you may present your defense. You have 
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a right to claim the protections given to you by the Fifth 

Amendment to the Constitution of the United States. And 

this amendment states, in part that, No person shall be 

compelled in any criminal case to be a witness against 

himself. 

Do you understand that, Ms. Rhue? 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: This means that you cannot be required 

to testify in this case, Ms. Rhue. You have the right 

testify on your own behalf. However, no one can make you 

testify. This is a personal right and no one can waive this 

right except you. 

Do you understand that, ma'am? 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Ms. Rhue, if you decide to testify you 

will be subject to the same rules that govern other 

witnesses and you may be examined and cross-examined on any 

relevant issue in this case. In addition, Ms. Rhue, if you 

have any convictions involving dishonesty, or false 

statement, or for crimes punishable by imprisonment for more 

than one year, and if this Court determines that the 

probative value of admitting this evidence outweighs its 

prejudicial effect to you, the Solicitor will be able, 

Ms. Rhue, to introduce your record and attack your 

credibility. 
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Do you understand that? 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: If you decide to testify this decision 

on your part must be freely, voluntarily, and intelligently 

made with knowledge of the protections given to you by the 

Fifth Amendment and the consequences of your decision to 

testify. 

Do you understand that, Ms. Rhue? 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Ms. Rhue, if you decide not to 

testify, I will, in fact, instruct the jurors that they 

cannot give the fact that you did not testify any 

consideration whatsoever and that there's to be absolutely 

no prejudice to you because you did not testify. 

Ms. Rhue, it is left entirely up to you whether 

you testify or not. You may talk to your lawyer, you may 

talk to your family, friends, or anyone else, but the final 

decision will be left entirely up to you. 

Do you understand that, Ms. Rhue? 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Ms. Rhue, do you understand what I've 

explained to you, ma'am? 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Do you have any questions about what 

I've explained to you, Ms. Rhue? 
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THE DEFENDANT: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Have you discussed with your lawyer 

whether you should testify or whether or not -- whether you 

should or should not testify? 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Ms. Rhue, do you need any time to talk 

with your lawyer about this matter? 

THE DEFENDANT: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Ms. Rhue, do you wish to testify? 

THE DEFENDANT: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Thank you. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Likewise, Your Honor, for the 

record, there were no plea offers tendered to my client. 

THE COURT: I'm sorry? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Likewise, Your Honor, for the 

record, there were no plea offers tendered to my client. 

THE COURT: All right. Thank you, Mr. Edgeworth. 

All right. Any exceptions or any additions as it 

relates to the questioning that I just made -- that I just 

entertained from, Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: No, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Edgeworth? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No, Your Honor. 
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THE COURT: Solicitor? 

MS. RICHARDSON: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. So at this time I guess 

we're ready to bring the jury back in and then the -- does 

the Defense plan on presenting any evidence, Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Okay. What I'm going to do is I'm 

going to bring them back in and I'm going to basically 

indicate that you have now the opportunity to present your 

case. And I'm going to have you then go and rest or 

whatever fashion you would like to address the Court as it 

relates to any case that you want to put forward. 

Does that meet with your approval, Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: It does, Your Honor. I have a 

question, is it at that point that we renew our motions 

or -- I don't like brining them in for that, sending them 

out, renewing motions which is going to be proforma, and 

then bringing them back. 

THE COURT: Well, what I had planned on doing was 
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basically going -- having you come in -- having the jury 

come in. Having you gentlemen put on a case, if you wish to 

put on a case, or indicate that you're resting, that is, not 

putting on a case. Then what I would do is I would send the 

jury back out, I would allow you to put your motions on the 

record. And then at that point we would bring the jury back 

in after a brief break -- whatever Mr. Hazzard would deem 

appropriate -- we would have a brief break and then go 

straight into closing and charge. 

Does that meet with everyone's approval, 

Solicitor? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes. I'd just like to have 

sufficient time between that to bring out the television and 

some easels and equipment. 

THE COURT: And I will -- Solicitor, I would like 

to think that over the past eight days I've given sufficient 

time for everything and I will certainly give you sufficient 

time to do whatever it is that you need to do to prepare for 

your arrange the technology as it relates to preparing 

for your closing. 

Does that meet with your approval, Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Edgeworth? 
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MR. EDGEWORTH: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. So let's go ahead and 

bring the jury in, please. 

(WHEREUPON, the jury entered the courtroom at 9:45 

a.m.) 

THE COURT: All right. Ladies and gentlemen, good 

morning. The State has now rested. 

And so at this time, Mr. Hazzard, I'll be happy to 

hear from you as it relates to any case that you might want 

to put on. 

MR. HAZZARD: Thank you, Your Honor. May it 

please the Court. At this time Alexander Rhue Sr. rests. 

THE COURT: All right. Thank you. 

Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: 

it please the Court. 

Thank you very much, Your Honor. May 

At this time Alexander Rhue Jr. rests. 

THE COURT: All right. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Thank you, Your Honor. May it 

please the Court. At this time Ms. Tiesh Rhue rests. 

THE COURT: All right. Thank you, Mr. Edgeworth. 

All right. Ladies and gentlemen, the Defense has 

rested. And to that extent now, all of you have heard all 

of the evidence in this case. And so what I'm going to do 

is there are certain additional motions that I have to take 

up. Once those motions have been resolved, then, at that 
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stage, we will bring you back out where the lawyers will 

present to you their closing arguments and I will then 

charge you on the law that is applicable in this case. 

In the meantime, you are not to discuss the case. 

You will only discuss the case after you hear the law, and 

even then, once I then tell you to begin your deliberations. 

So, again, I'd ask you to return to the jury room. 

We will get you back in here as soon as we can. Thank you 

very much. Any hold on one second. 

Anything -- any objections as to what I've 

instructed the jury from the State? 

MS. RICHARDSON: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: No, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Edgeworth? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Ladies and gentlemen, 

y'all please go to your jury room. Thank you very much. 

(WHEREUPON, the jury exited the courtroom at 9:49 

a.m.) 

THE COURT: All right. Any motions, Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: Your Honor, at this time Defendant 

Alexander Rhue Sr. would renew all motions made throughout 
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the course of the trial. Specifically, with regard to the 

motions for exclusion and suppression of evidence based on 

the search warrants as has been discussed both in the 

virtual hearing that was held before the Court and that was 

held in camera at the beginning of this trial. We would 

move that those items be excluded from evidence and stricken 

and that the jury be appropriately charged in that regard. 

All other motions made throughout the course of 

the trial we also renew them and for the basis of -- and on 

the basis that was made contemporaneous with the objection. 

At this time, also, Alexander Rhue Sr. renews his 

motion for a directed verdict for the reasons with regard to 

the charges of murder and obstruction of justice, for the 

reasons that were placed on the record at the time of that 

motion, specifically, that I still feel that the evidence, 

taken in the light most favorable to the State, as 

enunciated by the Court, still leads simply to the jury 

having to speculate and surmise and suppose as to what 

actually occurred, with regard to the elements of those 

offenses, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. And, sir, I'm going to 

respectfully deny those motions for the same reasons that 

the Court has elaborated upon throughout the course of the 

trial and prior orders this Court has issued as it relates 

to the search warrants. Okay? 
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Yes, sir, Mr. Voigt. 

MR. VOIGT: Thank you very much, Your Honor. 

At this time Alexander Rhue Jr. renews all motions 

and objection made either pretrial or throughout the course 

of this trial for the reasons stated on the record at those 

specific times. 

Similarly, Alexander Rhue Jr. renews his motions 

for directed verdict as to the remaining charges. 

THE COURT: All right, sir. And, again, I will 

respectfully deny those motions and would state that 

basically the Court -- for all the reasons that the Court 

has given. 

Yes, sir, Mr. Edgeworth. 

THE DEFENDANT: Thank you, Your Honor. 

At this time Ms. Tiesh Rhue also renews her 

objections that were made pretrial and during the trial of 

this matter and to include the objections and their 

arguments made therewith. Likewise, we renew our motion for 

directed verdict as to the remaining counts of murder and 

obstruction of justice based on the previous arguments. 

THE COURT: All right, sir. Thank you very much. 

And, again, I'll respectfully deny those motions. 

Anything, any motions from the State? 

MS. RICHARDSON: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. So at this point, I think 
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that we would be at ease to give everybody an opportunity to 

get ready or at a least, at a minimum, allow the State to 

get ready to prepare. 

Mr. Hazzard, you were looking at your watch, do 

you think maybe if we come back at 10 after, would that give 

everybody sufficient time, about 20 minutes? 

MR. HAZZARD: I believe it would, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Would that be all right 

from the State? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: You think you could get ready about 

20 minutes? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. 

MR. VOIGT: Yes, Your Honor. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Then we'll be at ease for 

approximately 20 minutes. Monica is going to fine tune the 

jury charges. And then, also, I will let you know what I'm 

going to read concerning the charges that have been 

dismissed. All right? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: We'll be at ease. 

(WHEREUPON, there was a break held from 9:53 a.m. 

until 11:01 a.m.) 

THE BAILIFF: All rise. 
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THE COURT: Thank you. Please be seated. 

All right. Has the State had adequate time to set 

up everything that they need to set up in preparation of 

closing arguments? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. Thank you. 

THE COURT: All right. Are you going to open in 

full and then have a rebuttal -- oh, no, y'all get last 

arguments since you didn't put anything on or enter 

anything, correct? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Correct, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: I'm sorry about that. I apologize. 

What order are we going to go in? Has that been 

decided from the Defense? That's not going to be an issue? 

MR. HAZZARD: Your Honor, my understanding is I'm 

going to go first and I don't know who's going to go in what 

order afterwards. 

MR. VOIGT: Judge, I'm going to try to piggy back 

on a little bit of the technology here. I think I'll go 

second if that's what y'all want and Mr. Edgeworth can bring 

us home. 

THE COURT: Is that satisfactory, Mr. Edgeworth? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: I just didn't want there to be an 

issue once we had the jury out there as it relates to the 
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order of things. 

Now, has everybody had an opportunity to review 

the jury charges that my clerk sent to you just a few 

moments ago? I think they contained the language that I 

plan on instructing the jury as it relates to the charges 

that have been dismissed or that I granted directed verdict 

on. Have you had a chance to review that from the State? 

MS. RICHARDSON: I have, Your Honor. And that's 

suitable with the State. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir. No objection on behalf of 

Alexander Rhue Sr. 

THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: 

THE COURT: 

No objection, Your Honor. 

Mr. Edgeworth? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No objection, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. And also then you've had 

an opportunity to look at and she did make some of the fine 

tuning as it relates to the information that was changed or 

agreed to be changed or that I ordered to be changed at the 

charge conference. Has the State had an opportunity and are 

the jury instructions satisfactory to the State? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir, Your Honor. No 
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THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: No objections, additions, or 

deletions, Your Honor. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No objections, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Thank you, Mr. Edgeworth. 

1682 

All right. Then if there's nothing further from 

the State and nothing further from the Defense I'm going to 

bring the jury in. I'm going to instruct them about Closing 

Arguments of Counsel. And then I'm happy to hear from you, 

Solicitor, all right? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Okay. Mr. Bailiff, you can get us a 

jury, please? 

(WHEREUPON, the jury entered the court room at 

10:34 p.m.) 

MR. HAZZARD: Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

MR. HAZZARD: May we approach the bench? 

(WHEREUPON, a bench conference was had.) 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Foreman, ladies and 

gentlemen, you have heard all of the evidence in this case. 

And at this time it's now time for the attorneys to make 

their closing arguments. 

The arguments of the attorneys, ladies and 
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gentlemen, are not evidence in the case. Their statements 

and arguments are meant to help you understand the evidence 

and apply the law to the evidence. You should disregard any 

remark, statement, or argument which is not supported by the 

evidence presented during the trial or the law that I will 

explain to you after the arguments. 

So, ladies and gentleman, thank you for your 

attention over the past, I guess, eight days. And I would 

ask now that you continue to give your attention to the 

Solicitor. 

Solicitor, we're happy to hear from you. 

MS. RICHARDSON: May it please the Court. 

THE COURT: Yes, ma'am. 

CLOSING ARGUMENT ON BEHALF OF THE STATE 

MS. RICHARDSON: At the beginning of this case I 

told you that this was a case where you could look and say 

blood is thicker than water. And I didn't do that to be 

cute. I did that to explain and to put in your mind what 

the real dynamic is here. These three are blood. Leon 

Harrison was marriage, was not. These three have stuck 

together. They stuck together to get rid of someone who was 

causing pain to one of their own. They stuck together to 

hide it, to cover it up, and to try to get away with it. 

Blood is thicker than water. They are sticking together. 

The Judge will tell you, and I know these three 
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will tell you, the State has the burden of proof. We don't 

take that lightly. This case must be proven beyond a 

reasonable doubt in regard to all three defendants. That's 

why we've been here for eight days. That's why we put all 

of this in here. And that's why we've gone through all of 

the evidence in this case. 

The Judge is also going to tell you that 

reasonable doubt is just that, it's reasonable. There are 

very few things that can be proved with absolute certainty. 

And you don't have to prove it beyond every possible doubt. 

It's what would leave you in your good common sense after 

looking at everything together, firmly convinced that they 

did it, firmly convinced. 

Now, this is a circum -- primarily a 

circumstantial case. There is some direct evidence. The 

Judge will talk to you about the difference between 

circumstantial evidence and direct evidence. And he'll also 

tell you there's no difference in the weight. There's no 

difference. 

Direct evidence would be, I did it; that would be 

direct evidence. I saw him do it; direct evidence. On 

video; direct evidence. 

Circumstantial evidence is the type of things we 

use every day to figure out things or to make logical 

conclusions. We do it every day and it's done in nearly 
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every case. 

When you throw something in the water it leaves 

ripples. We're trying to connect and bring those ripples 

back. You walk outside, the grass is wet. Oh, did it rain? 

Or maybe the dew fell. You didn't see it rain, but you look 

at things. Is there a mud puddle? Is the grass wet? What 

did the forecast say? You use those facts to figure out 

what happened. 

Those with children use it a lot. You know, 

something's broken, something's missing, Who did it? You 

don't see it, but as a parent, you use those clues to figure 

it out. Is there a wrapper in the bedroom from some food 

that's missing? It's those sort of things you use the 

results and what's happened to figure it out. And another 

thing you use is common sense. And another thing that you 

use is circumstantial. And when somebody lies to you, that 

tell you a lot. Somebody lies to you, we know, they've got 

something to hide. 

The Judge is also going to tell you that you have 

to look at the circumstantial evidence together. One piece, 

in and of itself, is necessarily enough. But the more you 

add, the more you add, the more circumstances that there are 

the stronger it is together. Just like the pieces of twine 

together to form a rope. The more there is, the more likely 

it is that these circumstances resulted in this event. It's 
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just -- it's just common sense. 

So, if you take any one thing, any one thing 

standing in and of itself, might not tell you much. But 

when you take that thing with this thing and this thing and 

this thing, they come back together to show you what 

happened. So that is circumstantial evidence. 

In this case the Defendants are charged -- we're 

going to start first of all with the obstruction of justice. 

Let's just start with that one. And the Judge will tell you 

what that is. But, basically, it's the intentional doing of 

any act which prevents, obstructs, impedes, hinders the 

administration of justice. I think that is just as blatant 

in this case as it can be. Just as blatant as it gets. 

There is a man missing, initially, and they go and 

figure out the last that he's been. And what do they tell 

the police? 

(WHEREUPON, a portion of the videotaped interviews 

of Mr. Rhue Sr., Mr. Rhue Jr., and Tiesh Rhue was 

played. Not transcribed herein.) 

MS. RICHARDSON: And I'm not going to go -- I'm 

sure that I've played enough video for you this week and 

audio, I'm not going to go back through it, but that's just 

part of it. They are questioned a little more about it, and 

you're welcome to go back and listen to any of that that you 

want to. 
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But, basically, Mr. Rhue Sr. gives, you know, I 

was there, at first I didn't hear anything. Mr. Rhue Jr., 

if you remember the video where he was eating a cup of 

noodles, I don't think any of us will forget that. He talks 

about he was playing video games with the kids and watching, 

I think, Straight out of Compton, but gives this whole long 

story about how he's home asleep. 

Ms. Rhue also says that she was there and never 

left. And at first she was -- she's real careful not to -­

to go into a lot with her father and her brother. But the 

phone records -- you notice she's also real careful with 

distancing herself from that bedroom. I went and slept with 

my son. And she also says -- and the father ends up saying, 

that he -- pretty much that everything that happened, 

happened outside. That Mr. Harrison came in and grabbed his 

stuff out of the kitchen and left with his phone. 

That's a lie. That's a lie. They weren't home 

all night. That's a lie. Walmart, 1:06 a.m. And this is a 

snippet from the video that was taken outside the house, the 

one you just heard a portion of on March 15th, same hat, 

just like the officer said. And who was he with? And 

that's a snippet from the cup of noodles video. They lied 

and misled the police. And the police initially discovered 

that because of these phone records. 

They get all of their phone records and they see, 
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they all live -- they're down here, this is where they were, 

all night we're right here. and they see that at different 

times they leave and that they're in a different vicinity. 

And if you'll see the green is Mr. Alexander Rhue Sr., and 

the interesting thing is that that's at 1:59 a.m., it's not 

at 1:06, it's at 1:59. 

And then Mr. Rhue Jr. is out on a different tower 

in Sector 2 at 12:04, 1:51, and 1:52. But -- so because of 

that -- and with the -- I don't know if you recall, but the 

cell site data is not as specific as the Google data, it 

gives you just these, kind of, general areas. 

So the officers knew that in that general area it 

was Walmart, it's the only thing open, before the pandemic, 

24/7. And so they looked at the video, and guess what, they 

found them there at a different that even what phone records 

said. What does that show us? Those phones were home. 

They left their phones at home when they went to Walmart. 

But because of that the officers had to go to 

Walmart -- they get the phone records, had to go to Walmart 

and develop all of that. Hindering and obstructing the 

officers finding out what happened because they didn't want 

them to see what they were buying at Walmart. 

And she -- and as far as she's concerned, you 

know, she doesn't know what her daddy and her brother are 

doing, but -- and that she was asleep all night. If you 
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look at her phone records, she's calling her daddy. She's 

calling her daddy who she says she didn't know if he left 

the house or not. She's calling him on the phone. And 

additionally as far as obstructing the police in determining 

and finding out what happened Mr. Leon Harrison, Sr. (sic), 

they hid and destroyed evidence, including, most 

importantly, him. 

So that's the obstruction of justice. And as you 

can see, they bought the peroxide at 1:07 a.m. No question, 

all of them misled, and even if it wasn't direct, misled the 

police. We're here, we don't know what happened. He walked 

out the back door. 

And if you think about it, every single time, 

we've heard from her a bunch, and why did they have to talk 

to her so much? And I'm not going to play all of these for 

you, but the changes were subtle. The changes were just, 

kind of, subtle in what she said happened and the time frame 

that she said that they happened in. Every time it was just 

a little bit -- a little bit more, just a little bit 

different to make it sound better to where the police were 

in the stage of the investigating, to sort of try to explain 

that stuff away. That's why they had to talk to her so 

much. 

But everything she described happened fast, fast, 

fast. I got that phone, heard those -- saw he was talking 
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with another woman, I did that call, he got it, got his 

stuff and left. Quick, quick, quick. 

Then we go to the charge of murder and the Judge 

will instruct you on what murder is. Murder. Murder is the 

killing of another with malice aforethought. And all of 

this has to be intentional. The killing of another. 

So then it becomes, well we don't know how he 

died. We don't know how he died. I think it was even said, 

It could be natural causes. Come on. This man was killed 

by another person. That has got to be one of the most 

obvious things in this case. 

And I'm not going to put this on the big screen, 

he is floating in the river. Floating in the river. His 

hands and feet are bound. Multiple, multiple twists. And 

they're bound even up around his thumb, like that, and 

looped around his thumb. Well, he couldn't have done it. 

It wasn't an accident. Somebody killed this man. Somebody 

killed JR. 

And then the Judge is going to tell you that it 

has to be with malice aforethought. And that's a legal 

term, he'll explain it to you. But malice basically means 

some ill will, some sort of hatred, and aforethought means 

before. And the Judge is going to tell you that that -­

there's no sets of time, that it can be just right before. 

It doesn't mean you have to plan it a month ahead of time, 
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or anything like that, it can be right before it. Malice, 

evil, ill will, expressed or implied, expressed means you 

say it, or implied. 

The condition of this body, the twists of wires 

show it hated, evilness, and throwing him away. Throwing 

him away in a place where he may have never been found. And 

his family may have never got to have a service and say 

goodbye. Thrown away in a place where there was some 

evidence that predators were starting. 

So I say all of this to say there's no doubt that 

it's the killing of another with malice aforethought. So 

these elements, they're there, that's what we call them 

elements. Our question is, and the issue for you is: Who 

done it? Who did it? Who did it? That's what this case is 

about is: Who did it? 

First of all, we're going to look at who he was 

supposed to meet. You have the text messages and you have a 

couple of months of text messages between him and his wife. 

And you can see that it had been a tumultuous relationship. 

But that night, let's take a bath, light some candles, and 

after rub each other with some oil and then make love. She 

sent him that that day, that day. 

They were trying to get -- or she was trying to 

get back together with him. If you look at the whole 

history of text messages, and I'm not going to read them all 
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now, you'll see, and this was on the day before Valentine's 

Day. And the green is her and the blue is him. 

If you go back through, just kind of like he's on 

the phone: I said that we need help and you were right. I 

need help with my anger, but accusations, no facts. Love me 

only. Love me only. And stop leaving me and uphold your 

vows to me by helping your queen wife out a lot more than 

you do. I've dedicated my heart to you. And you know that 

I have completely done everything in my power to love you 

the way you want to be loved. But I see that you think I'm 

a whore and you hate me. I never played no one in your face 

and there's so many bitches you've played in my face. I am 

crazy, because from the moment I married you I've been in 

love with you, and being crazy in love makes you extremely 

insane. I would never hurt you again, but you're breaking 

me down daily, all because you can't choose me and only me. 

And I know that there's testimony, you'll see in 

her statements, that she admits to infidelity. That they 

both had been involved in infidelity. You'll also hear in 

her statement, I'm not going to play this part, but you'll 

recall she said, You know, this person is telling me this 

it's not that serious, but the say these text messages are, 

it looks like it's more than that. And there seems to be a 

big distinction, and when you listen to her statements and 

you look at these, and the difference between sex and love. 
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No matter what was going on she wanted him and only him. 

She was jealous. She was no matter what she was doing on 

her own, she was jealous. I think there's a statement 

somewhere in the text messages where he says, Tie, you want 

you cake and eat it too. She wanted to do what she wanted, 

but she wanted him to with her and only her. 

So, she tells she tells the officers in every 

interview, first thing, we were supposed to meet and have 

this nice romantic bath, I get there, he's on the phone. 

And she had already been upset about that, he's on that 

phone. And she -- in the other interview said there was not 

a lock on his phone. She snatches it, she's snatches that 

phone and reads those texts. 

(WHEREUPON, clips of voice mails was played. Not 

transcribed herein.) 

MS. RICHARDSON: So she calls Rosario, the 

girlfriend, from his phone and she said she did. She called 

her and spoke with her once, Rosario hung up on her. She 

called back and left this voice mail. And then we have 

this, what we've all called a butt dial or accidental voice 

mail. And then there was also a text that was sent later 

that night that Rosario said didn't come from him, it was 

basically supposedly a break up text with Rosario. 

What did she see on that phone? Now, we don't 

have his phone, we never found it. But we got Rosario's, 
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and what did she see? And the blue are from him and the 

green are from her. You got me too in a good way. And look 

when these are sent, these are sent the same day. 

So when she got the phone that's going to be when 

she saw them. These are sent the same day that they're 

supposed to have a bath and get back together, same day. 

You got me, too, in a good way, 101 in a good way; 

is that right? I must be doing something right, 101. You 

got it, you're like a drug to me. 

That what he says to Rosario, You're like a drug 

to me. 

Love you. Love you. Love you, too. 

And there's a few more of those. But it's clear 

that he was telling another woman that he loved her. 

What she also says that's interesting -- and 

you'll hear that in her video where she said she never if 

you want to go back and listen, she does tell the officer 

she had never told another man she love him. 

This is in the first interview on March 10th, 

which is sort of that long interview. She tells officers a 

bunch of things. But one of them that she says indicates 

that maybe this wasn't so quick, that they did break up that 

night. 

(WHEREUPON, a clip of Tiesh Rhue interview played. 

Not transcribed herein.) 
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MS. RICHARDSON: The last time I saw him, the day 

we decided to superate completely. February 25th. 

What else did start talking about? And if you'll 

remember, you know, a lot of times she was kind of quiet. 

And when she started talking about money, she got real 

aggravated. And there's no question, based on what's in 

that recording, you see her in this uniform, that she works 

hard. No question. She works hard. She's got five 

children to take care of. She said, their daddies don't do 

what they're supposed to do. 

And what's she having to do? She's having to help 

Leon, JR, pay his child support. She's says, you know, I'm 

making it on my own, but I'm having to help him pay his 

child support. And they went in the house that first day 

and got those documents out to see if he lived there, his 

income tax was going to be garnished for child support. 

They're married. Income taxes were going to be garnished 

for child support. 

She's angry about money. And here, he's always 

had a good job, makes more money than I do. I don't know 

where his money goes. 

where his money goes. 

paid on a prepaid card. 

It's what she said, I don't know 

He makes a lot more than I do. He's 

The last night he was seen, when supposedly he had 

left the house with his phone after their fight, got his 
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work boots and walked out the door, never was seen or heard 

from again. His phone is in the orange, her phone is in the 

purple. At 11:23, her phone calls Western Union, Netspend 

Master Card Customer Service, at 11:23 and at 11:24, back to 

back. And you can see on his phones the calls to Rosario 

the last calls to Rosario ended at 11:07, with that voice 

mail. At 11:25, one minute after she's dialing, or her 

phone is dialing Western Union, his phone, that supposedly 

he left immediately after, his phone is calling the same 

place. I thought his phone is in his pocket. And he had 

walked in some unknown direction. His phone is calling what 

her phone is calling. 

And the other thing about the phones, and we'll go 

into those a little more, his phone starts connecting -­

that Western Union call at 11:23, that's the last call that 

was -- that was connected. After that there is a voice mail 

from Rhue Sr. There's a voice mail from Alexander Rhue Sr. 

to his phone at 1:53. But after this 11:25 call anything 

else that went to his phone went to what? Voice mail. 

And by the next morning -- by the next morning, 

his phone was deactivated. And Mr. Huggins told you, and 

the guy from T-Mobile told you, that means it was 

deactivated, it was either a battery died or it was cut off. 

That night. 

And what was found in the house? How else do we 
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know he was -- that this was the last place he was? This 

big piece of carpet missing. Big piece of carpet missing. 

And what does she say about that? Well, we'll get to that 

in just a minute. 

This big old piece of carpet is missing. Go to 

the next one, and again, and there's a little stain. And 

they swab that stain. Captain Pierce told you he swabbed 

that stain, and what was it? Blood. He used two different 

tests, two different tubes, and if you remember seeing those 

in the pictures, that's blood. So they pulled it up and 

it's soaked all the way down, all the way down. 

Now -- go to the next one -- and then they find -­

got back two more for me, I'm sorry. One more. One more. 

All right. And if you notice in this picture, 

because there's not a good picture of the angle at the foot 

of the bed before they moved the tote. And if you'll notice 

this tote is up against here, see it? And up against this 

stuff here. They move that tote because it was up against 

that shoe rack over here, they moved it. And look at that. 

There's another piece missing. And you can see that there's 

a stain on that. They told you that they can swab the 

outside of that. But they cut it up or they but the padding 

up and lo and behold. And they test it with the presumptive 

test and it's positive for blood. 

If you'll go back again. And you can see -- and 
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there's a bunch of pictures of this, if you want to look at 

them any closer there's little carpet fibers laying all 

here. That shows me that that was done recently. I mean, 

the little pieces are still there. And you see how dirty 

that is, debris, just little pieces of dirt and trash and 

all that, and not there, and not there. 

And that's Captain Pierce, and he's looking at the 

spot that he found up on the door jamb in the closet, you 

see the shoes were right up under here is where that 

little -- the big piece of carpet with the little stain. 

It's kind of backwards, the larger piece of carpet had the 

small stain, the small piece of carpet had the big stain. 

And what does he tell you about that? That has been 

cast-off, cast-off. 

Ms. Goodman, from SLED, said that is Leon Harrison 

Jr. 's blood. His blood, his blood only. One in some kind 

of octillion that's his blood. The stain under it, that's 

his blood and his blood only. Again, one is some octillion. 

And what about it -- why -- let's talk about this. 

Why are these carpet cut? What's the story on this? Let's 

see what she says the first time. 

(WHEREUPON, a clip of Tiesh Rhue was played. Not 

transcribed herein.) 

MS. RICHARDSON: Okay. So she makes it sound like 

it happened, you know, pretty much right after they moved in 

1649



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1699 

or shortly after they had been in. And indicates that the 

bed, they didn't get until about -- it was about a 

year-and-half after they moved in. So they had been there a 

while. So she makes it sounds like that was, you know, just 

a long time ago. 

And then the daddy. 

(WHEREUPON, a clip of Mr. Rhue Sr. interview was 

played. Not transcribed herein.) 

MS. RICHARDSON: He don't know nothing about that. 

And he said -- he ends up saying he'd only been there about 

10 months since -- since his mother died. And she indicated 

that the purpose of the -- and I'm going to touch this and 

I'm going to touch it with gloves -- but she indicates the 

purpose of cutting out this carpet was for a sample. A 

sample. You're going to cut out something this big to take 

to the store for a sample? And two of them -- and you're 

going to pick the dirtiest area of the carpet to match the 

color. You saw how much blood was under that second one. 

You're going to pick the dirty carpet one to try to match 

new carpet to, instead of, like, going in the corner of the 

closet to get a little piece. 

Now, does that make any sene? Does that make any 

sense at all? No. 

And the same man, that in that first interview, 

she's saying, Oh, he wasn't paying the rent, he wasn't doing 
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this, he was, you know, I think she said several thousand 

dollars behind in rent, he wasn't doing what he was supposed 

to. 

So the man who's not paying the rent -- and, 

again, it's a rental house, you're going to replace the 

carpet in a rental house? Yeah, he was going to -- he was 

going to match that carpet. Okay. 

(WHEREUPON, a clip from Tiesh Rhue interview 

played. Not transcribed herein.) 

MS. RICHARDSON: And what else? What other 

circumstances that night? What other circumstances that 

night? You've heard that there's a fight. You've heard 

she's found out that he's in love with another woman. We 

heard her call for her daddy. And in that interview she 

also talks about all the problems between her brother, 

Alexander Rhue Jr., and the victim, Leon Harrison. 

Basically, big brother doesn't like him, because 

obviously, you know, he is cheating, and he has been in and 

out. And big brother is sticking to his blood. And they've 

had a lot of problems over that. Big brother gets a call, 

or sends a text, and you've got a copy of this from Meyan 

Thomas. Meyan Thomas who also said there had been a lot of 

problems between Alexander Rhue Jr. and Leon Harrison: Boo, 

I'm in D.C., had a family emergency, ASAP. Had to catch the 

Greyhound up here, I'll explain more later. Boo, love you 
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Queen, I'm sorry. Boo, hit you tomorrow. And then he uses 

a profanity and says: This is real crazy right now, love 

you. So he texts his best friend and says, We've had a 

family emergency. 

And then we have Antwan Simmons and what does 

Antwan Simmons say? He said, You know, we were working on a 

job together, riding, he went and helped us move some 

furniture with -- rode with me to help my brother move some 

new furniture. Of course, it's tax time, and he says 

something to me that he took he took JR for a ride. He 

took JR for a ride, he's out of here. And he says to him, 

in their sort of street talk dr phrase, taking him for a 

ride means killing him. 

So he said he stewed over that thing and went and 

talked to the family the next week and didn't tell them 

exactly what he said, but started worrying, because he's a 

distant cousin, and said, have you seen him or heard from 

him? And, if not, I'll tell you happened or I'll tell you 

what I was told. 

And Mister -- the father, Mr. Leon Harrison Sr. 

said, you know, after that he told his sons and that's when 

everybody realized, kind of coordinated that nobody had -­

nobody had heard from him. Met up with Mr. Simmons again 

and Mr. Leon Harrison Sr. later that week went to the police 

and reported his son missing. 
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Now, as far as Mr. Simmons is concerned, it was 

not a -- he didn't say he said, you know, that we killed him 

this way or we dumped him in the river, or anything like 

that, it was just kind of a weird statement that he knew 

what it meant and it gave him concern and he followed up on 

it. If he were just sort of fabricate some sort of story it 

would be a lot more detailed than that. 

And also Austin Kight says that Mr. Rhue Jr., that 

when they were in jail, told him they knew some mutual 

people from Georgetown, didn't give an awful lot of details, 

not real detailed, but said we dumped the body, he had to be 

identified by his tattoos, they've got nothing on us, we're 

going to get away with it. 

The Western Union thing shows that his phone was 

still there and that Tiesh was using her phone using his 

phone to try to access the money. Motive. The anger and 

the jealousy and the money. 

And then they begin hiding where they are. And 

that's one of the -- that's one of the most interesting 

things in this case. At 1:00 a.m. when Rhue Jr. and Rhue 

Sr. are at Walmart their phones don't show that. Their 

phones don't show that, which indicates the phones were left 

because they didn't want the police to see what they were 

buying, they were buying the peroxide. 

Now, you heard Mr. Hazzard ask Mr. Walker from 
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Walmart, and we all know what Walmart sells, they do sell 

everything. Well, you know, they weren't buying tarps. And 

I don't know, maybe buying tarps and those sort of things 

would have drawn suspicion at that time of the night, but 

they hid what they tried to hide what they did buy. Tried 

to hide what they did buy. 

And then you heard from Allen Huggins and he 

talked with you about the phones, that they had two sort of 

different ways they would track the phones. You had the 

cell tower data, which is not quite as specific. And then 

you have the Google data. 

Well, the Google data is different, because it is 

more specific, but also with a phone, on all these phone 

records you see the location is when they do something, so 

you don't see it in between. It's -- you see the locations 

when they get a text, they make a call, that's when you get 

that tower information, and in between, you don't get 

anything. You don't get anything in between. 

So you'll see that their last calls were sort of 

all around the same time, but you're not going to get that 

in between stuff, but Google is different. And they are 

tracking your location. If you have a Google account or any 

sort of Google thing on your phone, then what they're 

doing -- and I think it's kind of like we always feel our 

phones are listening to us, and all of a sudden you'll 
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something that you had been near, but they are constantly 

getting information form your phone, Google is. They're 

getting your location constantly. 

And what -- so that's more of a passive thing, you 

don't have to actively call or text for us to get your 

location, they are doing that passively. I mean, you could 

be asleep. They are sending this information to your phone 

anyway when it's attached to the network. 

And around 2:00 a.m., that passive -- and I call 

it passive data, he was saying that location data from 

Google, the stuff that you would get if you were using your 

phone or not. It cuts off on everybody on everybody. 

And you can see, and you'll have this PowerPoint 

to look at, that with all of them, he coordinated that 

during these times and he combined both the phones, the cell 

tower stuff when they used the phone and Google, to say that 

during this time they're off. 

And what does that mean? Because you heard them 

ask and we don't have it, we don't have a ping, we don't 

have a Google location that shows them go to the river, we 

don't. And why don't we? Because they covered their 

tracks. 

What did Allen Huggins tell you? With that many 

at one time, because it wasn't just the phone data, it was 

also Gmail accounts and that sort of thing. With that many 
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at one time, that's not just my phone died or I turned it 

off to go to sleep. And, again, we all know if you don't 

turn it off to go to sleep all you have to do is hit the 

silent button on the side. All at one time. 

So then it becomes, again, who did it? Who did 

it? And you've heard some a few questions about the Bank 

of America and Kyle Walton was asked about somebody saying 

they saw him walking at the Bank of America. No time 

couldn't give any times, couldn't give any specifics. And 

then you've heard about this Flores guy, the fact that there 

was some drug activity. 

But all of the evidence from these phones show 

that Leon Harrison Jr. never left that house alive. He 

was -- or never left that house and was able to use his 

phone, she had his phone. She, who said he walked out the 

door with it. 

So then it becomes, if it's somebody there -­

somebody there, circumstances show it was somebody there. 

Well, which one? Which one? It doesn't matter. It doesn't 

matter which one. They are sticking together. The hand of 

one is the hand of all. 

And the Judge will tell you that if they're 

working in concert is doesn't matter who actually struck the 

fatal blow. It doesn't matter if they're working together. 

Okay? So how do we know they're working together? Got to 
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prove that. How do we know they're working together? Look 

at the crime scene, there's two areas of blood, two. 

Now, I've often wondered why we've got this big 

old piece of carpet cut out for a little bit of blood? And 

a little piece for a big piece of blood. What was above the 

big piece? A cast-off to indicate there's a larger area. 

And that was a small cast-off, there was a larger area. And 

there was one point of saturation on that big piece. Again, 

over here is where most of the blood was. 

And that's another thing, looking at that smaller 

piece of carpet with the big piece of blood. And we heard 

Dr. Amick, from Richland County at the time, from the 

sheriff's office, they sent it there to get a rush job, and, 

obviously, they sent the bigger piece. And he had 

trouble -- he had trouble getting a sample from that. He 

told you that it was week, like the allele peaks that he 

talks about where you match the mom and dad's DNA, or the 

tow items of DNA. The allele peaks rise, and he gets a 45 

and 100. Whereas, on the fingernails, they were in the 

thousands, in the thousands. 

And he said, you know, looking at this, and if you 

look at that picture you can see the stain, looking at that 

I should be able to just, boop, get it right. Just like 

Sara Goodman did on that little stain. She got it right up 

in one in whatever octillion. 
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He had to try several different ways. And he said 

that was a mixture. It was a mixture. But there was a 

match in there for Leon Harrison Jr. But the important 

thing about that is that it should have been stronger. It 

should have been stronger, and it wasn't. And they bought 

peroxide that night. 

Now, you and I and anyone can look at those 

pictures and can tell which probably looked worse on the 

carpet. Which one do you think, you're cleaning up the 

carpet would have looked the worse? And where would your 

efforts have been concentrated? Where there was more blood. 

But yet that's where -- and even on the other piece you 

can't get a profile. So this is well, you know, that 

could have happened a long time ago, you know. 

Well, why is one bigger -- why are they different? 

Why are they different? Because they were cleaned. He said 

peroxide can degrade the DNA. Efforts to clean. That's 

efforts together. Efforts together. 

And he bled in two different areas of that room. 

And you've seen the pictures of the bindings, he is tied up 

now. Just a -- he's a 200-pound man tied up to the point 

that it leaves marks in his skin. Tied up to the point, she 

said that it was some binding, but still, or bloating, to a 

point she had to go into the skin a little bit to get them 

out. The nature of these bindings and how they were done is 
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evidence that it took more than one. 

And what did Dr. Schandl also tell you? These 

pictures look bad. When he was found -- and I'm not going 

to show you these for very long -- they look bad. But when 

he was found there is evidence of injury to his body. Now, 

she said that could have been before death, that could have 

been after death. But there is evidence of injury to his 

body. And even this big really bad one, and then there's a 

big deep cut in his hand, which she said could be consistent 

with a defensive wound. And if you look at it his hands 

were like this, and it's that bottom hand, and it's cut all 

the way, she said down to the muscle, cut all the way. 

But she said she couldn't say because he'd been in 

the water for so long, for sure. But he's got these areas, 

that if it had occurred before death, which the 

circumstances showed he did, because his blood's there, 

wouldn't have been instantly fatal. He didn't get stabbed 

in the heart, they didn't hit any big artery. It wouldn't 

have instantly fatal. He would have bled for a while. And 

then he's tied up and at some point he's thrown in the 

river. It had to be a concerted effort. And all of that 

would have contributed to his death. And, also, we've 

already talked about they coordinated the phones, 

coordinated turning his off, hiding it. And you have these, 

we've already gone into that. 
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The circumstances. All of these circumstances, 

woven together, taken together, point conclusively to the 

guilt of these three individuals working together. Hand of 

one is the hand of all. 

I'm going to sit down now. I won't be able to 

speak to you again. And you're going to hear from these 

other attorneys. And they're going to talk to you about the 

other things in the case and talk to you about other people 

and that sort of thing. 

But remember this, he was identified by his 

tattoos. We dumped the body, they ain't got nothing on us 

we're going to get away with it. Don't let them. 

Thank you. 

THE COURT: All right. Thank you, Solicitor. 

Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: Thank you, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: I'm happy to hear from you. 

MR. HAZZARD: May it please the Court. It's going 

to take one second. 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

CLOSING ARGUMENT ON BEHALF OF ALEXANDER RHUE SR. 

MR. HAZZARD: I always have these notes, and I 

never seem to end up following them. 

There are two tragedies here, no question about 

it. The first tragedy is that a young man's life ended in a 
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horrific fashion. There's no question about that. 

The second tragedy is that Alexander Rhue Sr. has 

lived under a cloud of suspicion for something he didn't do 

for over four-and-a-half years. 

This case is going to take courage from each and 

every one of you. Courage to say I have sat here for 

eight days. I have seen over 100 exhibits. I have listened 

to over 40 witnesses. And at the end of the day this man is 

not guilty of what he is charged with, because the easy 

thing would be to say, Well, they put on this big show and 

they put in all these exhibits and they called all these 

witnesses, so he must have done something, and that's what 

they're banking on. 

Now, let's go through -- and let me say right up 

front -- we have heard so much about blood in the bedroom. 

I'll tell you right now, I don't care about the blood in the 

bedroom. Let me repeat that. I don't care about the blood 

in the bedroom. Why? Because it has nothing to do with 

this case. It is a red herring to distract you. 

I stopped listening about the blood in the bedroom 

as soon as Bert Powell sat on that stand and said, We took 

that luminal stuff and we sprayed it all over the kitchen -­

remember the kitchen is right outside the master bedroom 

We sprayed it and what did we come with? Not a drop of 

blood. Not a drop of blood. 
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And luminal, you can -- you can scrub, you can 

wipe, that does not take away the protein from blood. We 

have all seen enough 48 Hour Mystery and Dateline NBC to 

know that they will turn -- they'll spray that luminal turn 

the lights off and it will light up like a Christmas tree 

where blood was, but there's none there. And why is that 

significant? 

Well, what is the State's theory? When I gave my 

opening statement, eight days ago -- well, I guess now it's 

actually ten days ago -- I said in 33 years I have never 

done a trial where I had no idea what the State's theory of 

the case was. Well, I guess, now we know. 

The State's theory of the case -- let's walk 

through it a piece at a time. The State's theory of the 

case is that Tiesh Rhue lures her husband over to the house 

on February 25th by saying, Let's spend some quality time 

together, not to mention the text before that saying, Let's 

stop this life we're living. Let's be a husband and wife 

like it should be. Let's not me see people, you see people. 

So you've got a bunch of those texts coming up 

before the one about the oil and whatever. The reason that 

struck me -- this whole thing -- because remember the police 

were like, Well, I mean, you've got five kids in the house, 

that sounds kind of odd. What I know is this, his response 

was something to the effect of, Sounds good, yeah. 

1662



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1712 

I'm a married man. If my wife text me right now 

and says, Hey baby, let's have some romantic time and bubble 

bath and all this stuff, the text she's going to get back 

is, Does our daughter have a sleep over? That's the text 

she's going to get back. But that's not what he responds. 

So that tells me it wasn't that unusual for them to spend 

that quality time previously even with the children present. 

So, that's theory, is that it's a luring thing, 

she lures him over. So, okay, he gets there, they have a 

disagreement. They have an argument of some sort. And 

there's no question about that. There's no question that 

there's an argument because of what? Because of the text 

messages and the phone call that he made to Rosario Grate. 

So that's the first thing and you can see where 

the State kind of wants to have it both ways. They want to 

have it both ways. On the one hand they want to say it was 

this big preconceived plan where she was going to lure him 

over there for the purpose of doing away with him. But 

then, Oh, well, I mean, she gets home from work after 10:00 

and he's on the phone with another woman and she flies into 

a rage. Which is it? Which is it? 

See, they're throwing so much at the wall, they're 

just saying, Believe anything. And the reason they have to 

do that is, as we go through this, you will see they are 

trying to jam a very square peg into a round hole. And why 
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are they doing it, because it started with Bert Powell, who 

is, what, three days on the job as a criminal investigator 

when this case landed in his lap. And we have Investigator 

Morris here, who, amazingly enough had never heard of a 

cadaver dog. Cadaver, meaning a corpse. Dog for the 

purpose of finding deceased people. Whether it is a crime 

scene. Whether it is -- you'll see it when, you know, 

buildings collapse, 911. 

You can tell when they go from a rescue to 

recovery of remains. Why? Because that's when they bring 

in the cadaver dogs to scent for deceased individuals. This 

is the first person in law enforcement I have ever heard say 

they have never heard of that. But, anyway, that's who's on 

the case. That's who's on the case. 

So, anyway, let's get back to the State's theory. 

She has either lured him over or gotten into a big rile with 

him over the phone call, whichever one you choose. And she 

calls out for her daddy, and she calls out for her brother, 

according to them. Now, I'm not sure at what point that was 

supposed to be, they're talking about this butt dial. I've 

listened to that recording 50 times, I still don't know 

what's being said on there, and I don't think I ever will. 

I think this Zapruder Film, I still don't know if 

there's somebody on the grassy knoll 60 years later. But 

we're going -- we're going with the State's theory, okay? 
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She calls out for her daddy, and she calls out for her 

brother, and exactly what did they do? Does Grampy come 

running to the rescue and somehow the three of them then pin 

this man up in the bedroom and what? He wasn't bludgeoned 

with anything. No blunt force trauma. No broken bones. 

Cannot see where he was stabbed with anything. No injury to 

any major artery. Not even the Prosecutor -- she tried so 

hard to get Dr. Schandl to say that the damage to 

Mr. Harrison Jr. 's body had to come -- had to come from some 

kind of instrument. Because if that doesn't happen, well, 

their theory falls apart. 

So -- but what did Dr. Schandl say? She said, No, 

looks like signs of predation. P-R-E-D-A-T-I-O-N. A sister 

word to predatory, meaning, animal activity. And the 

Prosecutor kept after her, Well, I mean, could it have been? 

I mean, if he was cut beforehand, I mean, wouldn't animals 

kind of go for that? And she said, Well, yeah, in a sense 

they would, but still looks like predation to me. So we 

know he wasn't -- doesn't appear that he was stabbed. He 

definitely wasn't shot. And didn't nobody beat him over the 

heads. Even the Prosecutor said to Dr. Schandl, he wasn't 

poisoned. 

So, I don't know. So if he was overpowered and 

bound up and tossed in the river alive, okay, what's the 

deal with all the blood and why is it supposedly significant 
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to the night of February 25th? That's the problem with the 

blood, that's where it starts. But, again, where they lost 

me with the blood was when, okay, let's go back to the 

State's theory. They have over -- Grampy, and the other two 

I guess, have overpowered him in this little bedroom with 

five kids, right there in the house, mind you, who the 

police interviewed and if -- I don't think there's anybody 

on Earth who believes that you can get five kids to tell the 

same lie for any length of time. 

They're interviewed separately, they're not all 

together. They actually went to the different schools and 

interviewed them. And if you think any one of those kids 

said, Yeah, I saw Grampy out there, you know, wiping the 

floor, or cleaning something up, or I heard Grampy beating 

on somebody, or jumping on somebody's back. I'm pretty sure 

you would have heard that, because the State would have made 

sure to bring it to you. But why didn't they? Because it 

doesn't exist. 

But, anyway, let's get back to the State's theory. 

The three of them go in there, they somehow over power him, 

they somehow cause him grievous bodily injury, such that 

blood is now supposedly flying everywhere, okay? But, yet, 

here you've got racks of shoes, you've got clothes, you've 

got -- the one thing that everybody can agree about is 

that's a tiny bedroom. Where did the rest of the blood go? 
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If that's what happened that night. 

But moving on. Now, that they have grievously 

wounded him to cause him to lose blood, they then have to 

transport him out of the house, okay? So all of this -- all 

of these grievous injuries that are supposedly spurting 

blood, they suddenly stop bleeding when it's time to get him 

through the rest of the house. That's what they're trying 

to sell you. That's what they're trying to sell you. They 

want you to do -- because that's all they got is, Oh, well, 

there's -- there's some blood. 

And another thing I found that was interesting, is 

that normally, I would expect someone who could testify to 

the viscosity of blood. Someone who could testify to what's 

called the capillary effect. And when I mean, The capillary 

effect, all I'm talking about is, I'm pretty much sure every 

one of us has either experienced or seen it happen to 

somebody else, where you take a pen and stick in either your 

back pocket or your shirt pocket, and the next thing you 

know, you've got a huge, huge stain. A pen only has so much 

ink in it, why does the stain look so big? 

But, anyway, I would have expected that. If 

you're going to say, Well, we've got this stain here. But I 

thought it was interesting, the whole purpose of taking 

photographs and using those little measuring thingies that 

they put on them, you know, like that, is so you can say, 
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This is the size, because as we all know, photographs can 

look different. But, anyway, be that as it may. You didn't 

hear anybody say that because that might have been a problem 

for the State's case. But, again, I ain't worried about 

what's in the bedroom, because it has nothing to do with 

this case. 

So, anyway, getting back to the State's theory. 

We have now somehow magically transported him throughout the 

rest of the house without him bleeding a drop any more. No 

drop on any furniture. No drop on a kitchen table leg. 

Nothing. Imagine, he has just stopped bleeding and we 

transport him. 

Now, where are we taking him? Not really sure. 

We will get back to that. We'll come back to that one, 

because I guess at some point we got to bind him up. 

And my grandmother said so many things when I was 

a child that apply to me being an adult. As a child, 

sitting beside her and just listening top her talk to other 

folks. And one the thing she always says, Child, if you 

want to know which way the wind is blowing, don't look at 

the big oak tree, look at the leaves on the tree. Look at 

the little things, okay? 

What's the one of the little things here? There 

is no question Mr. Harrison Jr. is bound hand and foot. 

What struck me, what did Dr. Schandl call it, nautical 
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knots. Nautical. She's got knowledge in that. So, I'm 

thinking, Okay, surely somebody's going to testify that 

Grampy was in the Merchant Marines or Grampy used to sail or 

Grampy was a shrimper man. No, because he wasn't. So their 

own expert gives you more of an idea when you look at the 

little things of who actually did this. And it wasn't him, 

because I'm not thinking the other two have spent any time 

on a ship, either. 

But, getting back to the State's theory. We have 

subdued him, injured him so that he's bled all over the 

bedroom, we then carried him out and through the house, 

because he's now magically stopped bleeding. And then, I 

guess, they load him up in a wheelbarrow and take him about 

12 miles up the road. 

Now, why do I say that, oh, let's talk about the 

license plate readers. They didn't want to talk about the 

license plate readers. First of all, they wanted to act 

like they didn't have any license plate readers. Then, when 

I showed them the 73-page investigative report, Oh, well, we 

did use a license plate readers in this case. Why? Because 

the license plate readers tell them any car going anywhere 

anytime in this county. 

Let me repeat that. Any car going anywhere 

anytime in this county they can track it. And that's what 

he eventually told you, but, yet, no car related to Grampy 
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Rhue or the other two is found to be going anywhere up the 

Black River towards the Riverview Club, okay? And we know 

that, because they searched every car, didn't find a thing. 

So didn't transport him in a car. Put him on the 

back of a horse, I don't know. I don't know. And you 

notice that's one thing the State has never touched in 

eight days, they have never -- she didn't even touch it 

today. Didn't even touch it today. 

You're going to say, these people committed this 

crime, you've still got to get him to that Black River. And 

they ain't done it yet, because they can't. Why? Because 

the square peg won't fit in a round hole. But we've been at 

this for eight days. 

Then they want to say, Okay, at some point Grampy 

Rhue lied to the police, because he didn't tell them -- he 

went to bed at 9:00 or 9:30 -- Lord, I hate this -- if you 

choose to review it again, I find it very interesting that 

they cut off his statement today when he says, Yeah, I went 

to bed around 9:30. They leave out the part right after 

that where he says, but I got up around 1:00. They leave 

that out. Why they don't want to tell you that? I don't 

know. I don't know why they want to mischaracterize his 

statement, but it is what it is. 

And, again, they try to have it both ways, because 

on the one hand supposedly these criminal masterminds are 
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saying, Okay, we're going to load up, go to the Walmart and 

get two 88-cent bottles of peroxide to clean up all this 

blood, that, once again, has nothing to do with this 

situation, but we going -- we going to leave our phones at 

home, because that way nobody will know we went there. 

Because, apparently, although Walmart has more cameras per 

square foot that virtually anyplace on earth, they'll never 

figure that out. So that's -- that's what they want to 

impute to you, again. Anything they can throw, any way they 

can try to cobble it and twist it, is that they are doing 

here. 

Five children in the house and supposedly on the 

night of February 25th, early morning of February 26th, 

2017, somehow, in some magical way, they overpowered this 

man, did something to him in some form or fashion, that no 

one else saw. 

But let's get back for a second, if you would, and 

I will not belabor these points -- I will try not to -- that 

the issue of how did he get to his final resting place, that 

being Leon Harrison Jr. Somebody may want to go back in the 

jury room and say, Well, somebody else could have helped 

them, okay. Let's talk about that, that's not even a part 

of the State's theory, but I want to cover everything. 

The reason that doesn't fly is because, remember 

we done turned the phones off, we can't call anybody to come 
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help us. And I guarantee you, before the magical phones 

getting turned off happened, had any one of the three of 

them called anyone that seemed kind of suspicious? 

Guaranteed, you'd have heard about that. 

So we can't call anybody. So then, let's just 

say, well, maybe somebody just happened to stop by the house 

and we could convince them, Hey, let us load up this now 

non-bleeding body into your trunk and you run us up the 

Black River. Why doesn't that work? Oh, remember, we got 

the Geofence, around the house that tells you every 

electronic device for that period of time. So, no one 

coming in, no one going out. 

So that's why I said, according to the State's 

theory, put him in a shopping cart, put him in a 

wheelbarrow, I don't know how these folks supposedly 

transported him up there. 

Now, what I told you from the beginning and what 

I've been harping on is the Riverview Club. A club on the 

Black River upstream from where he was found. If you choose 

to look at Ms. Grate's -- I think they put her text messages 

into evidence, and if you choose to look at them, remember 

she testified that she was going out that night. She was 

going out that night. And she asks him about it and he 

said, Sure, you do you, you go on out. And she says, Well, 

maybe we can hook up later. And he says, Well, yeah, sounds 
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good, maybe, and then you can give me a ride home. Yeah. 

So he's got he's got a very busy agenda, 

because he wants to meet up with his girlfriend. And, oh, 

by the way, they had that little thing in passing about 

Rosario Grate saying that Tiesh Rhue had gotten into an 

argument with him in public on New Years, that was at the 

Riverview club. That's where he hangs out. So there ain't 

no question about that. 

So he's got a busy agenda. He's got to supposedly 

meet up with -- or he's got to meet up with Mr. Flores and 

Mr. Cabral, which they take very heavy pains not to discuss 

the fact that he in the dangerous business of dealing drugs. 

But, leave that as it may, he's supposed to do 

that, he wants to meet up with Rosario. I'm thinking he 

goes up to the club, he's going to get the drugs that he's 

going to sell to Mr. Flores and Mr. Cabral later on. And 

there is some issue that occurs there. 

Now, I'm pretty sure for a night club, with a PA 

system and all that good stuff, I'm pretty sure they've got 

some pretty high gauge speaker wire there. But the police, 

who did all of this investigation -- I would like to think 

one of the first places I would look is where someone's body 

is and what can be extrapolated from that. He didn't start 

out where he was found across from Perry Collins' property, 

he started up river from that. I would think that, if it 
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were me, I would be saying, Hey, what's up river from where 

he's found? No, ain't no Geofence around there, they're not 

checking that out. What in the world? 

Again, two cops who don't know what they're doing. 

They see, Hey, looks to be blood, it must be here. And 

every single thing from that point has been about that. Guy 

says, Hey, you put out a flyer that says the last place he 

was seen,  Highmarket Street around this time of night, 

I happened to see him down the road at the Bank of America 

about that time. We going to follow up on that? Ah, let 

that go. Why? Because it doesn't fit with our theory. 

That's the anatomy of how the second tragedy occurs of this 

innocent man being charged for a crime he did not commit. 

The police told you they worked so hard. That's 

what Allen Morris told you. And I love Allen Morris. He is 

one of my favorite people, he, honest to God, is. But he 

said. We worked so hard, but I think they were just over 

matched. Because you might have heard Mr. Voigt say to him, 

or say, You could have asked other agencies for help. You 

could have asked other agencies for help. You could have 

asked SLED for help. You could have asked Charleston for 

help. Could have asked Horry County for help. You could 

have asked for help. 

But they don't follow up on the Bank of America 

tip. They apparently really don't follow up on the whole 
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meeting with Luis Flores and Ricardo Cabral. They did not 

search, by their own admission, any other house or car 

related to Leon Harrison Jr., any other one, you know. 

Didn't search Rosario Grate. Didn't search Brittani Green. 

Didn't search anyone else's. And they say, you know, 

because remember the thing is: He came over, they argued, 

he left. Okay? 

I asked, Well, did you talk to neighbors? Oh, 

yeah, we canvassed the whole neighborhood. You got 

everything else in this 73-page report, show me where it is. 

Oh, well, I can't be responsible for what they write down. 

No, it's not in there, because they didn't do it. They 

didn't do it. 

So if he walks down the street -- because 

everywhere he goes, people give him rides, right? Because 

he done wrecked the one car. So everywhere he goes, he's 

getting a ride. And who's to say he doesn't walk down the 

street, see a neighbor and say, Hey, can you give me a ride 

up to the Riverview? Sure, I'll give you a ride up there. 

And as I've already said, they did not, for 

reasons satisfactory only to themselves, Geofence the area 

around the Riverview Club where the body was recovered. I 

mean, wouldn't that tell you what phone activity was going 

on up there? What they worked hard at is putting a square 

peg in the round hole. 
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Now, Alexander -- I want to cover a couple of 

things with you very quickly. One is, your patience, your 

collective patience, has been tried greatly, and I 

appreciate that, because Lord knows I have objected and 

objected and objected. But my job is to try to make sure 

evidence that appears before you is appropriate. And my 

colleagues and I have disagreements as to what is 

appropriate and what isn't, and the Judge is the referee and 

he decides. So I do my part and make my objection, they 

make their argument, Judge decides. 

So, please, if you're going to hold that against 

anyone, hold it against me. Don't hold it against Grandpa 

Rhue. Also, the fact that he didn't testify for you, what 

is he going to say? I didn't do it. You got to see him 

interviewed by the police, and he told them everything he 

could. There is nothing he could add from the witness stand 

to what you got to hear him say already. And it is 

virtually impossible for someone to prove a negative. In 

other words, to prove I didn't do something. 

House full of people, got my food labeled in my 

little container, somebody -- I come back and it's gone. 

Alright, there's five people in the house, who ate my food? 

You must have eaten my food, Johnny. I didn't eat your 

food. Prove it you didn't do it. How do you do that? 

But that is why through our great system the 
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burden of proof is always on the State. They're the ones 

making the allegations, they're the ones saying somebody did 

something wrong. So they have the burden of proving what 

they say. Not by just throwing stuff up against the wall. 

Not by making inconsistent claims, but with actual evidence, 

actual evidence. And I would submit to you that they have 

failed on that burden greatly in this case. 

Give me a second to discuss with you the charges 

that currently exist against my client. The first is 

murder, the unlawful killing of another with malice 

aforethought. Please think in your collective minds, as I'm 

sure you will discuss in your jury room, of the fact that 

there has been absolutely not one single shred of evidence 

submitted for your consideration to indicate that Alexander 

Rhue Sr. did anything to harm Leon Harrison Jr. at any point 

in time. No one has said anything. 

So, since they can't prove that, which they can't 

prove any of this, they then say, Well, they're all working 

concert, the hand of one is the hand of all, okay. What did 

he do in concert? What did he do? In their theory, I 

guess, he somehow overpowered and incapacitated Mr. Harrison 

Jr. But, again, how did he get to the Black River? How do 

you -- it makes no sense. He's injured in the bedroom. He 

stops being injured when he gets to the kitchen. 

Apparently, everybody agrees that everybody is going to be 
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super quiet, because none of the children in the house see 

or hear anything, before, during or after. Nobody is 

saying, Yeah, the next morning, you know, Grampy had the mop 

out and he was doing this and that. No, no, no, no. 

So I would submit to you -- and this whole thing 

about the phones, I don't even get that. I don't even come 

close to getting that, because on the one hand they tell 

you, Well, he was out and about and it was after he went to 

Walmart, but he didn't have the phone at Walmart, because he 

has to not have the phone at Walmart for that to be him. 

He does not have the phone there, but then he 

apparently somehow, I don't know, I guess goes back to the 

house, retrieves the phone, goes back out for this phone 

call, I don't know, that they claim is somewhere away from 

the residence, but all within two and a half to three miles 

of the house. But that that in some way, shape, fashion, or 

shape, or form, is an indication that they are all planning 

to do something. 

I don't know about you, I turn my phone off every 

night. The phone calls I get, I ain't trying to get any 

when it's time to go to bed. And then the shocker, his 

phone was off for 2:00 to 8:00, 2:00 to 8:00, and that's 

some kind of -- oh, again, when you've got to put the square 

peg in the round hole, man, you better pull out everything 

you can humanly think of. And the -- so that, I guess, is 
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what they're saying is obstruction of justice in some form 

or fashion, but when you want to talk about somebody who's 

being truthful, police went and talked to him, what did he 

say? I was there. I was there with the kids, going to bed. 

Son was there, he was ironing clothes, getting ready to go 

out. I knew that Leon Jr. had come over, because I could 

hear him talking out in the back, sounded like they were 

having argument, didn't get into it, you know. Simple as 

that. That's what he said, you know. Got up around, a 

little after 1:00, went and checked on the dogs, did 

whatever, you know. 

Now, the Prosecutor covered this with you very 

briefly, but I'm going to go a little bit into the history 

of it. We talked about the State's burden of proof. Their 

burden of proof is to prove their allegations beyond a 

reasonable doubt. 

Now, when I was a kid and God blessed me starting 

the practice of law, because I do think of this as an honor 

and a privilege. And I think about that every single day. 

The standard or the way they describe beyond a reasonable 

doubt back before pants with pockets, you know, running 

water was a reasonable doubt was a doubt for which you 

could give a reason. 

It has since kind of morphed and have been updated 

by our Supreme Court so that now it kind of has two prongs 
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to it in explaining it so that you look at it almost like 

two sides of the same coin. 

One, they say is, what they then went to initially 

was: A reasonable doubt is a doubt that causes a reasonable 

person to hesitate to act. A simple way of looking at that 

is, you've got a four-year-old child, you can tell that the 

kid next door is obviously on drugs, by the track marks on 

their arms, and they say, Hey, you want me to babysit your 

kid? I'm thinking you've got a reasonable doubt whether 

that person babysit your kid. That would cause you to 

hesitate to act on it. 

But they then updated it to kind of give you the 

other side of the coin, that the Prosecutor also relayed to, 

which is: To find the defendant guilty, you have to find 

that there is evidence that leaves you firmly convinced of 

guilt. Firmly convinced of guilt. And if you have any 

question of what the concept of, firm conviction, means 

in family court, where there are no juries and the Judge 

makes their own determination, the level of evidence that 

has to be proven to take a child away from their parent is 

firmly convinced. So that's the level we're talking about. 

Now, so let's look at both sides of the coin with 

regard to this evidence. With regard to the allegations 

made by the State, the fact that five children -- because 

their allegation, of course, is that he was killed in that 
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house on that night, never left there alive according to 

them. The fact that there were five children present in 

that home that night who never left, does that leave you 

firmly convinced that that is what happened and that 

Alexander Rhue Sr. is guilty or does that give you a reason 

for doubt? 

The fact that they want to rely on the blood 

that's in the bedroom, saying this is how it all is, that 

there's no blood, no trail, nothing anywhere else in the 

house. Does that leave you firmly convinced of guilt or 

does that give you a reason for doubt? 

The fact that there is no evidence, no blood in 

any car associated with any of these three folks, especially 

not Alexander Rhue Sr., does that leave you firmly convinced 

of guilt or does that give you a reason to doubt? 

The fact that the license plate readers don't show 

any vehicle associated with Alexander Rhue Sr. going 

anywhere near the Black River on that night or any other 

day, does that leave you firmly convinced of the State's 

story or does that give you a reason for doubt? 

The fact that the cell tower records show that 

Alexander Rhue Sr. never left the area within, I think it 

was said, two and a half to three miles around 

 Highmarket Street, does that leave you firmly convinced 

or give you a reason for doubt? 
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The fact that there were absolutely no injuries on 

Alexander Rhue Sr., or anybody else that I know of to my 

knowledge. Although, no, Tiesh Rhue had the scratches, and 

they explained that, that she had gone up there to deliver 

the kids, and when she went back to pick up the kids, baby 

daddy's girlfriend jumped in, they got in a fight, they 

talked to baby daddy, he confirmed it. Yes, she was up 

here, my girlfriend and her got into a fight, she scratched 

her. But other than that, Alexander Rhue Sr., no injuries. 

Once again, according to them, Leon Harrison Jr. 

is in there fighting for his life. No injuries. Does it 

leave you firmly convinced of guilt or does that give you a 

reason for doubt? 

The fact that no evidence, no blood, nothing was 

found on Alexander Rhue Sr. 's clothes, shoes, or belongings, 

because, remember, they had three chances to go in there and 

they said we went in there and we searched everywhere and 

everything. And I specifically asked them, Okay, well, this 

is the room that he stays in when he's here, did you look 

through all that stuff? Yes, we did. And then when you 

arrested him, on one of the three times you arrested him, 

because remember he was for accessory after the fact, I 

believe, first -- and if I get the order wrong, I 

apologize -- but he was arrested three separate times. He 

was charged with accessory after the fact. Then he was 
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charged with obstruction of justice. Then all of a sudden 

he was charged with murder. Does that make you think they 

knew what they were doing or talking about? 

But anyway, I asked them, when he was in jail on 

one of these arrests -- they even went and got the clothes 

and the shoes that he wore into the jail, tested them, 

didn't find anything. Does that leave you firmly convinced 

of some guilty activity or does that give you a reason for 

doubt? 

The fact that Mr. Harrison Jr. 's friend saw him 

walking near the Bank of America at a material time in their 

timeframe, does that leave you firmly convinced of guilty or 

does that give you a reason for doubt? 

The fact that the police didn't check out anyone 

else, because they're too busy trying to put that square peg 

in that round hole, does that leave you firmly convinced or 

does that give you reason for doubt? 

And there's more. I could talk about nautical 

knots. I could talk about the predation, meaning that he 

wasn't injured in the house, that it happened after he was 

placed in the river. I could talk about the police report 

saying that they did not indicate that they interviewed 

anyone in the neighborhood. I could talk about the fact 

that virtually every phone app has a location component, 

that no matter what you do. 
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But one of the interesting things that happened 

today is, I'm always fearful, when I was a younger attorney, 

I wasn't supposed to be in the court, I was supposed to be 

in the office, my boss said, Hey, I need you to run over to 

the court, and my boss was in court. And so I come over and 

I didn't even think about it, because you're always thinking 

about I need to turn my phone off or silence it, yada, yada, 

yada. And so I just run there I talk to my boss and she's 

like sit down, sit down, I need you to hold on a second. 

And while I'm sitting there, my phone goes off, and the 

Judge makes me sit there until he finishes the entire 

morning session of court, and then he gave me a singing to 

in front of everyone, and then he fined me $500. Which, at 

that time, I doggone sure couldn't afford it. So I've 

always been very mindful of, I got to silence the phone, got 

to turn the phone off. 

Well, today I come in here and I'm turning my 

phone off, because I don't want there to be any chance that 

anything goes wrong, and a message I've never noticed before 

popped up. And what did that message say it was: Even with 

your phone off, your location will still -- your location 

app will still work. In other words, you know, you got the 

thing where you may have misplaced your phone, but you got 

an Ipad, and you do it with your Ipad and it makes the phone 

ring or something like that, that's what my phone said here, 
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which I found very interesting. But I am not, as y'all can 

tell, a tech savvy person. But I could have brought that 

up, could of brought the fact that there's no Geofence 

around the area where the victim's body was recovered, and 

whether that was a reason for doubt. 

This has gone on for over four-and-a-half years. 

there's two tragedies. The tragedy that Leon Harrison Jr. 

was horrifically killed and we can't do anything about that. 

But what we can do something about is the second tragedy 

that this man, this good man, has lived under a unwarranted 

cloud of suspicion all of that time he was needed. 

Please, follow your oath. Give him back his good 

name. Find him not guilty of murder and not guilty of 

obstruction of justice. 

I thank you for your time, your attention, and the 

honor of appearing before you. 

THE COURT: All right. Thank you, Mr. Hazzard. 

Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: Judge, if I could have a moment? I 

have to transfer a cord, because I'm going to attempt to 

play with technology. 

THE COURT: All right, sir. 

CLOSING ARGUMENT ON BEHALF OF ALEXANDER RHUE JR. 

MR. VOIGT: Apparently, it can be done quickly, 

after all. 
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Well, thank you very much. Many days ago, I came 

in a little hot. And I told you to pay attention for where 

you might to start maybe getting upset or angry. And maybe 

that's because I was upset and angry. And that's because I 

see things slightly differently than the State of South of 

Carolina. And I see things slightly differently than the 

Georgetown Police Department. And I see things slightly 

differently than half of the people who sit out here. 

I'm going to try not to hit exactly the same 

points in exactly the same way that Mr. Hazzard did. You 

have has through enough. You have been punished for being a 

good citizen, so has Alexander Rhue Jr., so has Alexander 

Rhue Sr., and so has Tiesh Rhue. They have been punished by 

their government for being good citizens. 

You've been alternately bored and shuffled in and 

out of this room. And you've been tasked with fixing a 

problem, and the problem began February 25th, 2017, because 

we don't know what happened. And so people in a family 

started to speculate and started to guess. And they were 

worried. And this is -- that's at the beginning, and here 

we are, here at the end. And the tragedy is we don't know 

anymore today than we knew then. And it's because the State 

of South of Carolina took the wrong track, didn't follow a 

lead, didn't find evidence. 

Now, we're going to talk a little bit about 
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evidence and what evidence is. And this looks like 

evidence. There are exhibits, they're placed in evidence, 

you've been shown some. I have none of them in this 

fabulous presentation you're about to see, because they're 

not evidence. They're more like the lint that accumulates 

in your pocket. It's there, but it doesn't mean anything. 

What do you mean it doesn't mean anything? 

Mr. Voigt, there over a 100 exhibits over here. These all 

have meaning, because remember, the State picks what goes 

on. But that's not really what this is. This case begins 

because one part of a family dislikes another part of a 

family. This is mob justice. This is what we're supposed 

to stop, okay? 

What we're talking about are rumors, hunches, and 

this is really important for what you've got -- gotten to 

see, assumptions. We're going to assume something. 

Remember, I said at the beginning, when you come to a place 

and you're describing evidence and it's, it must have been, 

or, he should have, or as the State, for the very first time 

today said that Tiesh Rhue had Leon Harrison Jr. 's phone. 

Think back to Day 1, Day 2, what witness said that? What 

piece of evidence pointed there? That's an assumption, 

that's not what we're doing. 

I told you at the beginning that the verdict, the 

end here, what they're asking you to do is a destination, 
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and there's a path. And I would have shown you these very 

fancy pictures that I stole from the internet, but the 

analogy is this, all right. In a very good case, the State 

can put together pieces of evidence that will lead you 

there. Here's the murder weapon. Here's a confession, not 

a statement, a confession, I did this thing. Here is -­

here is a telephone call that actually means something. 

Here is geo location data that puts somebody at the scene of 

the crime. 

Now, truthfully, and we've tried a bunch of these 

cases, all of us, the State's case is rarely so pristine 

where you can go, Oh, yeah, I can get to there, the 

destination, just by using this evidence. Often, it looks 

much more like this. Which is, you kind of got to go this 

way and shimmy over this way and go that way, and you can 

get there, be we got to -- we got some obstacles, okay. And 

that's what the State is portraying to you that we have 

here. 

Albeit, we don't have any evidence, but if we did, 

it would be really good evidence. And the reason why we 

don't have evidence -- whose fault is it that they don't 

evidence? You heard it, like a 40-minute speech on, We 

don't have evidence, because they're so gosh darn smart. 

They're guilty, because we don't evidence. No, that's not 

how it works. Sometimes you cannot get from here to there. 
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And that's what this case is. You cannot get to guilty, you 

can't do it. You can try. I don't want you to spend too 

much time doing it, we've wasted enough. You can try, but 

you will find that there is a gap where evidence should be, 

where a bridge should be, and you can't get there. 

Proof beyond a reasonable doubt. Mr. Hazzard just 

went through that, I'll go through it a little bit at the 

end. Whose -- whose burden is it? Over here. Always over 

here for all things. Always, all the time. 

I said at the beginning, I didn't have to say a 

word. I tried a case once many years ago where I gave my 

closing argument and said one word, I said Nuh-uh, I sat 

down. Maybe you're going to wish in 40 minutes that I've 

done that here. But sometimes the case is so bad that a 

simple Nuh-uh is enough. 

They have to meet -- they can answer every 

question that you have about the elements of the crime. 

What are you being sold? I think it's interesting 

Mr. Hazzard and I basically came up with the same 

formulation. You're being sold something. You're being 

sold that that, look at this thorough investigation. We 

have 121 different exhibits and you are missing out on this 

big demonstrative display over here. I don't want that to 

pass -- 121 very important exhibits. Oh, look at this, 

here's Number 94. Number 94, we got to hear where 94 came 
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from, who took it from the house, and we got to hear who 

tested it for blood. And we got to hear the chain of 

evidence about how this traveled all the way to Columbia and 

all the way back, and who touched it, and who tested it, and 

who did things with it. State's Number 94 admitted without 

objection. Without objection -- well, I think probably 

pursuant to previous objection, but ... 

What is it? Why is it important? Remember, they 

control this whole show. I use that word "show" a little 

bit under advisement. But what is this? Why is this so 

important? Does this show the completeness of the 

investigation? Does this show we will turn over every rock 

to get the evidence that we need. A metal shaving found 

near a bed or on a bed. We don't even know if it's a metal 

shaving. It's a piece of metal. It's been tested. What 

does it have to do with this case? It's garbage. 

It's the detritus that accumulates in our lives 

for no apparent reason. It has no explanation, it has no 

purpose. How much os your life has been wasted talking 

about State's Exhibit Number 94? I can find other ones, but 

let's just stop here, because I think it proves my point. 

You're being sold a story. You're being sold a 

story -- well, it's obvious that Mr. Harrison's been killed. 

And it's obvious that somebody did it. Yeah, okay. But 

who? And how do we know? 
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Like much of what the State's presentation has 

been sounds better than the original German, this is blood 

is thicker than water. It comes from a 13th Century German 

Proverb, best we can tell, they've used that formulation in 

English, it's kind of used differently. And then, really 

about the middle of the 19th Century, what had been a German 

phrase becomes and English phrase. It's one of the few 

things and the reason why I looked it up, because I'm 

just kind of interested in this sort of thing -- it doesn't 

come from the Kind James Bible and it doesn't come from 

Shakespeare. And that's 90 percent of the interesting 

phrases in the English language. 

Let's talk about blood is thicker than water. 

Brittani Green testified so many days ago, and my notes are 

so sparse, I can't remember that she said anything 

interesting. All right. I did notice this, it's kind of 

odd, that he calls his children every couple of days. And I 

believe that's probably generally true, I have no way of 

discounting that, but he hadn't called his children at all 

the week before his disappearance. Is that really 

significant? No. No, it isn't. All right. But remember I 

started this talking about mob justice and who's on one side 

of this mob trying to get Alexander Rhue Jr., this is what 

this is. 

Well, it starts with Brittani, who's going to just 
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kind of make JR, just a slightly better version of JR than 

he really was, but somehow the truth leaks out when she 

testifies. Well, he's not perfect. There might be a week 

where he doesn't call his children. 

And how about Ms. Grate. The thing that kind of 

struck me, and I didn't know where this was going exactly 

until yesterday, but the State is making -- the State -- the 

State of South Carolina is making a valued judgment on the 

quality of people's relationships to Mr. Harrison Jr. 

The tone of the questioning to Ms. Grate was 

saccharin. It was a storybook romance, they loved each 

other. Look, I cannot pronounce judgment on that. I have 

no thought or theory about that. I'm merely talking about 

the tone of the State's presentation, because we're going to 

come back to yesterday and we are going to dump a bucket of 

mud on the man's wife who professes her love, but we're not 

going to believe it, we're not going to have any of it. 

They pick and choose what to emphasize, what to 

tell you is important, what is sincere and what is a lie and 

what is a lure. And they even want to give you some sort 

of -- I think it's a back door motive, which is, he doesn't 

pay his bills, I don't know where his money goes, she works 

so hard -- this is like the State in the role as a marriage 

counselor with Ms. Rhue, and she kills him. 

Well, that kind of stops the money from coming in, 
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Was she going to meet him at the club? Don't 

know. He is back and forth. He comes and goes. It's not 

unusual. Remember, she doesn't report him missing until 

after somebody else does. 

Let's talk about Ms. Thomas a little bit, because 

now we're talking about -- Ms. Thomas, I don't think tells 

you anything interesting whatsoever to say about Mr. Rhue 

Sr. or Tiesh Rhue, but she's got some interesting stuff, 

allegedly to say about Leon -- about Alexander Rhue Jr. 

Now, she is JR's cousin, okay. That's going to be 

a theme. Where do these witnesses come from that have 

these -- what I loved, was the State selling the vagueness 

and the lack of detail as that's important, that shows it's 

true. In what other circumstance does it show that it's 

true? The lack of detail shows that, it's not. We are 

through the looking glass in this case. Up is down, down is 

up. Less detail is better. Facts that cannot be 

corroborated are better than facts that we know. 

Wait a second, five witnesses come in and talk 

phone records. We got some of this, we got Allen Huggins 

from Conway coming in talking about Geofencing. We got 

Tiesh Rhue's text messages. Spend a whole bunch of time 

with T-Mobile and Verizon. Did we corroborate that text 

1693



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

message? Did you hear it? Did I miss it? Was it day 

three? Did I just zone out? No corroboration. 

1743 

What did they corroborate? We know how Tiesh Rhue 

got scratches on her face in Washington D.C. in March of 

2017. They got that. Talk about a little text message, 

which seems weird, it seems kind of cooked up. And by the 

way, was not true. Nobody hitched a bus to D.C. 

And let's if you remember -- one of the things 

that you use to -- one of the things that you use to 

evaluate a witness's truthfulness is demeanor. What's 

demeanor mean? How do they act? How clear voiced are they? 

What are their recollections? There's more, and you know 

there's more, there's body language. There's little tells. 

And you bring your common experience and your common 

experience dealing with people -- and some of you, in your 

various lines of work, have dealt with a lot people. 

Who gets angrier than defensive people? People 

who maybe -- might be wrong. They get angry at you for 

pointing it out. Oh, how could you. How angry was she? 

What did I ask her that made her angry? I doubted her story 

and she got very angry. It's because she made it up. And 

it's not corroborated. And whose side is she on? Whose 

blood is she? Oh, blood's thicker than water all right. 

It's just not the way the State intended. 

Oh, I've got more. Antwan Simmons. Wait a 
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second, is this going to be a coincidence or a theme? Oh, 

it sure is. Guess whose cousin he is? Huh. Weird. He 

hears a vague brag. You can remember what he said, maybe, I 

don't know, it wasn't all that impressive. 

Now, remember the State has the ability, has the 

ability, perhaps has the duty, to corroborate all these 

statements. Was Alexander Rhue so clever -- Alexander Rhue 

Jr., so that we're clear -- was so clever that he turned his 

phone off while he talked about this trip with Antwan 

Simmons so that we didn't know that we couldn't put Antwan 

Simmons and Alexander Rhue Jr. in the same place at the same 

time, so that we could go, Oh, that's when that ride to 

Myrtle Beach took place. We couldn't corroborate that. 

But you know what, we don't even need all that 

fancy phone records that we spend days on, we're going to 

spend a little time -- there's three people in the cab and 

there was testimony about what kind of cab of truck this is, 

and Mr. Simmons said -- said, Well, it's got those little 

fold out seats in the back. Not a full back seat. Which 

way are your knees pointed? Oh, yeah. So tight he can't 

transport workers on that truck. It's so tight. Did we 

corroborate this? There was somebody else in there. Did we 

corroborate it? No, we didn't. 

Body language. Now, he does something different, 

he doesn't get angry at me. He does something that you have 

I 
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seen children do, that you have seen co-workers do, that you 

have seen adults do. Just before he tells the lie, he looks 

at the floor, it's a tell, he's gathering his thought. He 

doesn't want to meet you in the eye. Meet me in the eye. 

He wants to look at the floor. That's the tell that the 

next thing coming out of his mouth is a story. It's not 

what happened. 

Did they discuss JR's disappearance? Perhaps, I 

don't know. Did he construe it into something darker? 

Well, of course he did, because he had to look at the floor 

to gather himself before he launched the lie into the world. 

That's a piece of work right there. Ordinarily, 

extrinsic evidence of previous statements isn't admissible, 

but I let that one fly, and I don't care if you read it, 

it's garbage. Garbage in, garbage out. 

Weirdly -- no, not weirdly, this is the theme, 

right? Blood is thicker than water. Friend of more than 

two decades -- more than two decades with a member of Leon 

Harrison Jr. 's family. Some random person comes in and 

admits that we took him for a ride, or we dumped the body, 

or we did something vague, because, God forbid there are 

details. You know, details might actually sell it, but, no, 

we don't have details. And he gets some sort of deal from 

the Solicitor's Office at the end, a little drug court, go 

heal yourself. 
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Ah, corroboration, again. How do we know these 

things are true? How do we know that Tiesh Rhue didn't -­

those weren't defensive and that somebody didn't scratch 

how do we know that a woman in Washington D.C. scratched her 

face? Because the police took the effort to corroborate it. 

We had an officer from Horry County come down here 

and say something about phone records and what they meant. 

Well, where is the evidence that these two people were ever 

in the same place at the same time? Guess who has the 

records? Guess who knows? Guess who can call witnesses? 

Guess who controls how this production is laid out? The 

State of South Carolina. 

Did they do it for you? No. They didn't do it 

for you, because maybe it's not true and we can't prove it. 

Believe it anyway. Believe it anyway. We're not going to 

back that up. We could, but we're not going to. Trust us. 

Come on, trust us. I'm going to sell you that car on the 

lot that you saw on that previous pie -- just trust us on 

this. We got this. 

All right. That's the best that the family can 

do, okay? That is the best that they can do. They're 

hearing rumors, they're on Facebook. We heard some of that 

from the detectives, from the investigators. And you think, 

Well, okay, that's we can cover that on maybe day one of the 

trial, but certainly on day two or day three, we're going to 
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Well, let me go back. There we go. We did 

everything that we could do. That's what came out of 

Investigator Morris's mouth at some point during the 

testimony. All right. 

1747 

Poor Bert Powell, I do feel sorry for him, he's an 

investigator for five days, he's a patrol guy then, he's a 

patrol guy now. Everybody's got different skill sets. 

Five days as an investigator that's not -- that's not ideal. 

It's not perfect. Okay. This is Investigator Morris's 

first murder investigation. Okay. I think we all agree, 

we're better on our tenth of anything, than we are on our 

first, we do learn from mistakes. 

Mr. Hazzard, mentioned this, the look on 

Investigator Morris's face should have told you something, 

he had no idea what I was talking about. We have a case 

where, at the center, is poor Mr. Leon Harrison Jr. who is 

dead and now decaying, he is a cadaver. Cadavers give off 

certain smells. And dogs have much more sensitive noses 

than we do. And just like there are bomb sniffing dogs, 

drug sniffing dogs, there are dogs that when you do 

searches, age going looking for bodies. And even if the car 

looks clean, it may not smell clean to the dog, it may alert 

on it. 

Just because the Georgetown Police Department 
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doesn't keep one, because, you know, they need to be 

trained. You know, and we never really had to consider this 

in this case, but the law on dogs, any one of those kinds of 

dogs, requires that the dogs be working in the field, but 

not work too much, they have to take time off, so that they 

can smell the flowers or whatever else, you know, the 

non-thing that they're going to alert to. And it's 

really -- it's a specialization and I would understand why 

:tatel the Georgetown Police Department might not have one. 

Law Enforcement Division, we're going to use them for 

whole bunch of stuff. Going to make a call? No. Okay. 

Knots. Now, Mr. Hazzard covered some of this. We 

had an expert really an expert -- talk about the nautical 

nature of the knots. And I did some of this questioning for 

Investigator Morris and I asked him these questions: What 

did you do? You're there at the autopsy, you have this 

expert, she can tell you some stuff. She has done thousands 

of autopsies. Ask away. No. No interest. The lightbulb 

does not go off. Remember, there's no part of this that's 

important, it's all important. There's no ability to 

distinguish -- there's no ability to understand why State's 

94 is not evidence of anything. Throw it against the wall 

to see if it sticks. 

It would have been really nice to know who, near 

the club, near the Black River, anywhere where we might have 
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actually found evidence, had knowledge of knots, and these 

weren't -- I think we had lots of testimony -- these were 

not little bunny knots. We're not just around and through, 

no. Wrapped and wrapped. And you can look at the pictures 

of them. As a matter of fact, they may actually be here. 

Not just any old knots. Any evidence linking Alexander Rhue 

Jr. to a specific knowledge of knots? No. 

Why -- we went to Radio Shack and Walmart. That's 

your investigation. Ends right there. They didn't have it, 

I looked on the shelf, it wasn't there. That's it. There 

are people in this state, there are agencies in this state, 

there are people -- there are experts on everything. There 

are people with specialized knowledge about everything. 

If you wanted to know the release date of the 

first Furby, a talking toy for children, you could find 

somebody for that. If you wanted to price your first 

generation Star Wars figurines, you could find somebody. 

You probably would have to use the internet from your desk. 

But you would have to know that it was a question you had to 

ask. Nobody thought to ask the question. No one thought to 

look. 

The next time, there's a limited amount I have to 

say about next point. There's a limited amount of testimony 

that came out. I don't much care that from time to time 

Leon Harrison Jr. sold drugs, I don't care. I do know, as 
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you all might, through your common experience, that that is 

not the world's safest occupation or past time, it is not. 

Where was the investigation? Talked to them, that 

was it. That was it, that was the whole thing. You just 

found out that there's a whole secret chapter of Leon 

Harrison Jr. 's life and you skim the first paragraph and you 

close the book. It's a lack of imagination. 

Certainly, as you were listening to the 

these questions occurred to you, they must have. 

told at the very beginning to look for them. I'm 

you did. 

testimony, 
l 

You werej 
sure tha 

Mr. Hazzard covered a bit of this point here. 

And, again, I'm not trying to beat up, too much, on the 

Georgetown Police Department, but we have people whose 

been -- we have -- we have one investigator whose been an 

investigator for five days rummaging around a house. We've 

got one on his first murder investigation. And we have one 

who later becomes the interim chief, who is basically a jack 

of all trades. And they are bigfooting this little house on 

Highmarket Street and taking pictures and you never heard 

what the scale was. Hey, put that scale up there, you know, 

that little black and white thing, stick that right up there 

near the spot we wanted you to see. And it's just 

millimeters. What was it? How far from the edge of the 

wall was it? Oh, you didn't measure it? How big was that 
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spot? You didn't measure it? That's what having an actual 

crime scene technician comes in. 

I didn't want to ask this question, my point -- my 

point is, you know, you get it I'm sure -- is that the 

thoroughness of the investigation was wanting. It lacked 

for a certain understanding of what a crime scene is, 

understanding of what a murder investigation is, but this 

one truly confused me. 

On the bedsheet where a grown woman sleeps, there 

is menstrual blood stains. And we had to have a SLED expert 

determine that. And we put it into evidence, like it 

mattered. I'm embarrassed for all us that we had to do 

that, because nobody has a filter. 

Remember, I don't control what comes in, I try, 

but, you know, I really don't. I don't control the focus of 

this investigation. I don't focus what they think is 

important and what I think is important. It's what they 

think is important, is important. It's in evidence. Why? 

It was never important. It never lead you anywhere. All it 

did was, confirm that she lived in her own house, but we 

already knew that. 

Every search warrant, something associated with 

the Rhues, we didn't look anywhere else. We didn't look at 

anybody else's phone records, other than Leon Harrison 

Jr. 's, and that's, I mean, he died and we needed to look at 
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his records. But everything else, from the very beginning, 

focused on the Rhues to the exclusion of anything. 

All right. I kind of hit on this when I started. 

What are we doing on a deeper level than just what's 

happening with the Rhues? What's happening with the State 

of South Carolina and the Georgetown Police Department with 

the Rhues? Text your husband, that's evidence of your 

guilt. Go to Walmart -- or don't go to Walmart, let me come 

back to that -- and you're guilty. Leave your house. Ah, 

got you there. You can listen to all those statements, 

they're not confessions. Confessions are like really good 

evidence. Statements are like second string evidence. 

What is -- they just didn't tell the State's 

investigators what the State's investigators wanted to hear. 

Ask her again. I think one of those times outside, All 

right, let's start from the beginning. I didn't like your 

story the last time we talked, let's start again, because 

they're going to try to -- they're going to catch you in 

some way. And that's -- that's how a rookie investigator 

might think this plays. You know, if I get her to say -­

say the same story seven times, maybe on the seventh time 

they'll forget that they were watching that show and they 

won't mention it. Turn off your phone. I don't have any 

evidence to show you, because they're so clever. 

We'll play a little thought experiment with you on 
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this, this has to do with reasonable doubt concerning only 

my client, Alexander Rhue, guilty. Let's say that, despite 

my best efforts, despite what I'm brining to you right now, 

you find him guilty of murder, okay? 

Thank God, you're out of jury service, you're 

heading home, two weeks from now you're at a Bar-B-Q, or a 

cocktail party, or wherever you go, in a social setting, and 

somebody says, Well, you know, they were on that big jury ir 

Georgetown, you know where the body was in the water, pretl 

serious case. Oh, so you were on that jury, you found him 

guilty, huh. I couldn't tell from the newspaper article, 

how was he killed? Oh, we didn't know. Oh, but the State 

said it didn't matter. Where was he killed? Don't know 

exactly where he was killed, but the State said it didn't 

matter. Well, who did what and how did he get to the river 

and he was bound? Tell us about that. What? Oh, well, 

none of that mattered. 

I don't want you -- I don't want it to dawn on you 

sometime later, when you're thinking about this, because 

you're going to be thinking about this for a minute. Oh, 

wait a second, that was what -- that's reasonable doubt. 

That's what that thing is. I don't have the answers to very 

basic questions, and I'm supposed to make a decision, the 

most profound decision in the history, for my purposes, for 

Alexander Rhue Jr. and they didn't give it to me. If they 

1704



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1754 

had it, they didn't show it to me, and maybe they don't know 

it. But they're asking me to do something, and there is a 

hole where evidence should be. Who did what, when, and how 

do you know? And you don't. We've got some guesses, we've 

got some assumptions and we've got some suspicions. And 

that's not evidence. 

They ignored this stuff like it didn't even 

happen, okay. Where was the last place he was seen? Maybe 

it was there, we don't investigate that. We don't 

investigate the drug dealing. Who left town of all the 

people they talked to? Who left town and who didn't? I 

think that would be kind of interesting to know, wouldn't 

it? A little guilty knowledge, maybe. I mean, you can 

stretch it, but you don't know the answer to that question. 

Who tied the knots? Where did they get the knowledge? We 

don't know. Where else could they have looked? Well, we'll 

never know. 

Somebody -- we heard this just as a passing 

reference, the day before he's reported missing, somebody's 

down by the river looking for him and it ain't the Rhues, 

okay. Who? Why? What does it mean? What does it mean? 

It means that we already got the Rhues, but if we just keep 

asking the same questions over and over again, they'll 

break. 

I'm going to explain that first little bit to you 
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there, right, because we are being lead to believe that the 

Rhue family, this criminal enterprise, of a grandfather, and 

a brother -- a father and a brother and a sister, were so 

clever that they had evaded any sort of detection by 

simultaneously turning their phones off, because that's the 

only explanation, could not be something more simple. 

I'm going to introduce to you the concept of 

Occam's Razor, named after a British Friar from about 

I none of you had to take logic in college, it's like math, 

400 years ago who dabbled in logical proofs. And I hope 

but with words, and it's very confusing. 

But -- and how it comes into our analysis is it -­

what it really is, when you have two complex systems or two 

complex thoughts, and you're trying to prove which one of 

these complex thoughts is true, what you're going to look 

for, most likely, is the one that contains the least number 

of assumptions. And how that comes into the English 

vernacular is this: The simplest explanation is usually the 

best one. 

And I'm going to piggyback on something 

Mr. Hazzard said, because that's how I'm going to apply 

Occam's Razor to blood stains on the floor. These geniuses, 

who coordinated, like in the movies, check your watch, at 

2:00 we go dark. Right? At 2:00 we go dark, except my 

client didn't. I mean, that kind of was a little fly in the 
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ointment there, the testimony was my client really didn't go 

dark at 2:00 and he was up a little bit later, and it may 

kind of tell you the quality of the State's evidence it's 

not all it's cracked up to be, because it's easily refuted 

in their own presentation, okay. 

We're going to go dark, because we're super smart 

geniuses, criminal geniuses, about to do this criminal 

enterprise. And we got the crime scene. Everybody is going 

to talk about a crime scene being the Highmarket Street jt 

address. And these super geniuses, who knew to go dark 

the same time. We, don't know how they transported the 

body, because no evidence of that. But they all go dark and 

they leave a blood stain, or two or three or four, in the 

house for two weeks. 

What can you do to a blood stain in two weeks? 

Can you cut out a carpet? Sure. Can you cut out a padding? 

Sure. Can you pour bleach on the blood stain and destroy 

the DNA? Sure. 

How about the internet searches, you know, that's 

evidence. In some cases that are thoroughly investigated, 

internet searches are evidence. What did you look for? How 

do I -- how do I get DNA out of blood. How do I -- how do I 

transport a body? How do I tie a knot that is so tight that 

somebody can't slip out of it? Do bodies float or do they 

sink? 

1707



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1757 

Internet searches on phones on computers. You 

know who can look for them, police officers can, with search 

warrants. They have to have the thought, has to occur to 

them. Why is it occurring to me four-and-a-half years later 

that it might be really important? 

What's Occam's Razor mean applied to the blood 

stains on the floor? The people in the house didn't think 

it was a crime scene and didn't think it was evidence of~ 

crime. That's the simplest explanation is the first one fou 

heard, which was he cut that stuff out. I don't know. It's 

not a crime scene. It's not actually evidence. 

They want you to believe that at all stages in 

this case they acted in concert to cover their tracks. To 

make sure that they would not be found out. And, yet, they 

leave right there, where anybody can see it or find it. 

Maybe the simplest explanation is the best one. 

They acted like they were not guilty, like they had nothing 

to lose, like they had nothing to fear, because they had 

nothing to fear, because they were not guilty. 

We talked about homicidal violence. That's an 

unfortunate word, all right. In most murder cases we don't 

rely on something that has almost no meaning, whatsoever, 

but in a case where you have no evidence about how somebody 

died, we have to put it in there, all right. 

How did they sleep -- how did the kids sleep 
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through it? We'll never know. Oh, maybe the simplest 

explanation is, there was nothing to sleep through. You 

know what happened, at 2:00 a.m. everybody kind of went to 

bed, these kids have been asleep for hours. There was 

nothing to wake them up. There was nothing interesting. 

Why is there so little evidence in the bedroom? 

So little evidence. Mister -- this was kind of interesting 

so and this is, again, all the police work kind of 

stuff -- I asked Investigator Morris, certainly, with all 

that clothes full of -- you know, closet full of clothesl 

certainly, you must have had to go through the sleeves of 

each one to make sure that, you know, if we're talking 

now, the forensic pathologist said there were major 

arteries. 

So we're not talking a situation where blood is 

spraying in some sort of grotesque manner. But if the 

allegation is that somebody is bleeding fairly heavily, 

casting off blood, we're going to go through each and every 

article of clothing, because there could be more evidence 

there. We're going to turn over every shoe, we're going to 

look inside the shoe. And what did he tell you? Well, 

somebody must have. He didn't. The lead investigator 

didn't do it. The jack-of-all-trades captain, did he say he 

did it? Nope; How about investigator for five days, did he 

do it? You didn't hear testimony of it. That's the quality 
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of what we're working with here. 

I want to go back for a second. Well, who went to 

Walmart? The State wants to have it two different ways. 

The phones show us that one of these folks went into a 

sector that contains Walmart. So we watched -- catch -­

catch the slight of hand -- we watched four hours of video 

looking for someone who looked like the Rhues. Right? 

That's the way of saying it. We're either looking for the 

Rhues, or we're looking for somebody who looks like the 

Rhues. And we found someone who looks like Alexander Rhue 

Sr. 

Now, when it comes to Alexander Rhue Jr., my 

client, was he there? The other phone records did not seem 

to put him there, and the State would like to explain that. 

In other words, they've got records that seem to not 

Alexander Rhue anywhere near Walmart. There's somebody who 

might look like him there. There's certainly a man in a 

yellow hat, and that's all you need to see, apparently to 

make that connection. 

But there's a -- the evidence that Lieutenant 

Huggins -- Lieutenant Huggins, I just gave him a 

promotion -- that Detective Huggins gave, did not put 

Alexander Rhue anywhere near Walmart. And these are 

inconsistent things that you can hold against the State, but 

they're going to tell you that somehow, criminal master 
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minds have thwarted law enforcement once again and hidden 

their true direction and their true location. 

I don't get to tell you the law -- not yet, but 

you don't have to listen to me, you have to listen to the 

Judge. Listen for this sentence, it's in there, trust me, 

okay, it concerns circumstantial evidence. We are not 

talking about suspicions now. We're not talking about, 

Well, he must have done that, or they should have done that, 
I 

or it had to be this way. That's -- those are guesses.j We 

don't do guesses. If we get to the point where you hav to 

connect all of this, their proof has failed. 

On a previous slide you may have seen a little 

sentence, Connect Alexander Rhue Jr. to the bedroom where 

the blood was found. What evidence do you have? Not 

conjecture, not guessing, not hunches. 

Think back, what evidence that he ever entered the 

room, interacted with anything in the room? Zero. You are 

not here to guess. You're not here to make it better where 

it isn't. You know what you are? You're the last rampart. 

I can only do so much to defend Alexander Rhue Jr. 

I've only got so many arrows in my quiver. I've only got so 

much power. I've only got so much persuasion packed into 

me. That's your job. We are not equal. There's three of 

us, two of them, three of them, however, but we're not 

equal. Who can go get all those records? Who can 
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corroborate all those witness statements? Who can prove 

things? Whose job is it? Theirs, not mine. Never mine. 

Never mine. 

The innocent things that they are trying -- and 

that's why I was angry earlier, and I've managed to keep it 

under control. Innocent behaviors, we don't believe you, 

therefore you're lying, therefore you're guilty. That's it. 

That's the whole case. I just summed it up for you righlt 
there. 

Think about my client for a second. What 

interaction did you have? You didn't have 17 statements, 

you had one interesting one. How did he get there? Did 

they have to go find him? Walks into the station with his 

lunch. Nothing to fear, nothing to hide. A man sits and 

eats his lunch and the investigators talk to him and he puts 

the spoon down in the cup of soup, or ramen, or whatever, he 

puts it down and he talks to them. And he tells them where 

he's been, and what he's done, and who he knows, and what 

his opinions of this one or that one are. 

I said earlier there would be body language. 

Alexander Rhue Jr., like me sometimes, talks with his hands 

and makes gestures and motions, and he's forthright and 

clear. Will you give us a buccal swab? Yeah, sure. Leans 

in, leans into the buccal swab. Nothing to hide, nothing to 

fear. 
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Simplest explanation is, he didn't do anything, 

not a crime. Did he occasionally argue with JR, because JR 

mistreated his sister? Yes. In that statement did you hear 

him say sometimes my sister mistreats JR. Yes. Did I try 

not to get in the middle of all that, because that's drama? 

Yes. Nothing to fear, nothing to hide. But they want you 

to believe that's proof of guilt or obstructing justice by 

not -- by not just coming in and falling 

that you didn't do? Certainly there's a 

that. 

on a murder charge 

higher bargaii than 

Let's talk about the bar. Proof beyond a 

reasonable doubt. You sat here for the better part of 

two weeks, and at the end of the State's evidence, it's, you 

know what, Rhue Jr. maybe had something to do with it. 

Yeah, I've got my suspicions about that guy. Maybe he did 

do it. Yeah, maybe he did. Hum. 

You know what, based on what they've given, and 

all this evidence, I think Alexander Rhue probably did it. 

And he probably had something to do with it. He may have -­

yeah, he probably did it. What's your verdict? 

Oh, yeah, because that's not the burden of proof. 

We've got to get beyond suspicious. We've got to get beyond 

innuendos, beyond assumptions. That's all the State's given 

you and boxes filled with nothing. There's no evidence in 

this case, because there's no evidence that they did 

1713



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1763 

anything. That's the simplest explanation. 

You really have one choice. If you've watched the 

same case I have, and it's not guilty, that's it. I'm not 

asking. I'm not pleading. I'm telling. The law says, If 

you don't have it and they didn't prove it, that's it, check 

the box, move on. Thank you very much. 

THE COURT: All right. Ladies and gentlemen, 

we've been going for well over two hours. We've got at 

least one more closing argument and my instructions. Wiat 

I'm going to ask is that you go back to the jury room, 

stretch for a moment. I understand that there's some lunch 

that has been delivered, because the plan was to have a 

working lunch, so to speak, so we've got lunch back there. 

If you want to grab something quick, fine, but my 

plan would be to bring you back in here within the next 10 

to 15 minutes, just to give everybody an opportunity to 

stand up, stretch, go to the restroom. Have Mr. Edgeworth, 

make his closing argument. And then I would read to you the 

jury charge and then send you back to the jury room, check 

briefly with these folks, and then more than likely tell 

you, you can begin to deliberate. So that is the plan. 

Any problems with that from the Solicitor's 

Office? 

MS. RICHARDSON: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Hazzard? 
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MR. HAZZARD: No problems, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: No, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Edgeworth. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. So ladies and gentlemen, 

don't talk about the case. Now is not the time to do that, 

it will be in a few moments but not now. If you just go 

back stretch, bathroom break, if you want to get something 

quick. But I plan on bringing you back in here probably 10, 

nor more than 15 minutes for the final close and then the 

instructions. Okay. Thank you. 

(WHEREUPON, the jury exited the courtroom at 1:14 

p.m.) 

THE COURT: Any objection from the State as to the 

information that I just provided the jury? 

MS. RICHARDSON: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Okay. Anything from Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: No, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Edgeworth? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. We'll be at ease for 

about, well, 10 to 15 minutes, okay? 

1715



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1765 

(WHEREUPON, a break was held from 1:14 p.m. until 

1:28 p.m.) 

THE BAILIFF: All rise. 

THE COURT: Thank you. Please be seated. 

All right. Is the State ready to proceed? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir. 

I THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Edgeworth? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Great. 

Mr. Bailiff, could you bring us a jury in, please? 

THE BAILIFF: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Thank you. And during my 

instructions, I don't want anyone leaving or coming in the 

courtroom, also. 

MS. SMITH: Your Honor, I believe that the 

victim's brothers are here and would like to be allowed in 

the courtroom; is that okay? 

THE COURT: Yeah, if they get in here right now. 

(WHEREUPON, the jury entered the courtroom at 1:31 

p.m.) 

THE COURT: All right. Ladies and gentlemen, 
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thank you for bearing with us and at this point, I would 

recognize Mr. Edgeworth. 

CLOSING ARGUMENT ON BEHALF OF THE TIESH RHUE 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Thank you, Your Honor. May it 

please the Court? 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Ladies and gentlemen of the jury, 

you heard the closing from the State, and I can tell you 

that the only thing that I don't question from their jlosing 

is that someone killed JR, and that's the only thing tthat I 

don't question. But everything else, every other piece of 

evidence and testimony that was put before you, I question, 

and so should you. 

Question why it is they're telling you a story 

that is completely and utterly jaded to what they want you 

to believe. They haven't told you every side. They haven't 

tried to dissect. They haven't given you everything that 

you need to know so that you can go back in that room and 

make your decision. And that is why I'm going to tell you 

the things that you need to know so that you can do just 

that. Not fall for the trap of this is the case and you do 

what I say. 

Ms. Tiesh Rhue, she was the spouse, the wife, of 

Mr. Harrison, JR. No one disputes that. But the State 

would have you believe that his was some type of tumultuous 
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relationship and that torment somehow caused her to lure her 

husband to the house so that this extravagant plan could be 

put into play. 

They want you to believe that these, as you've 

heard, the commentary made, the masterminds of some plot, 

that somehow done this thing, this dirty deed, and are now 

here to fool you. 

My grandfather -- great grandfather, rather, he 

was a lawyer, and I didn't know him very well, because he 

was much older than I. When I was five-years old we had his 

early 100th birthday party. And he lived to be 106, but he 

was a little sick. And when I saw him and I heard that he 

wanted to be 100-years old -- or when I wanted to be 

100-years old, I was like, Well, man, he's lawyer, I want to 

be a lawyer so I can be 100-years old. And that's where my 

interest in the career of being a lawyer began. 

But he had a saying, and he could still say it, he 

sat in his wheelchair, opened his gifts, do the whole nine 

yards, and he would say this, he would say: It's not the 

devil in the details, it's the truth, because the devil is 

looking for fools. 

So let's talk about these details. Here we are, 

Ms. Tiesh Rhue, mother of five children, wife to 

Mr. Harrison, admits to having a relationship that was up 

and down and tells law enforcement all about it when she's 

1718
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asked. She tells him that he lives here and he lives there. 

Why didn't you tell anybody that he was missing? It was 

nothing new, but they want to take that fact and somehow 

turn it into guilt. You didn't tell anybody anything. To 

her it was the same old, same old. 

You've seen the text messages, you've seen the 

adversariness. She even acknowledged that she got into an 

argument on the night that he went missing. Is that 

something you would do if you had something to hide? lor 

would you hide? She had gone on a trip to D.C. to ta e her 

children to see their father. And while she's away 

Mr. Harrison watched the house, took care of the dogs, may 

or may not have stayed there, she doesn't know. 

His girlfriend, Ms. Rosario Grate, said she saw 

him all the time and that there were times when he would go 

away for days at a time. But we're ignoring that fact. The 

State wants to say, Oh, no we didn't hear that. We didn't 

hear that that's true. All we know is that, if you didn't 

report him missing, then you must have something to hide. 

They're only wanting to tell you the things that they want 

you to hear. They want you to be a fool. 

Mr. Harrison Sr. testified and he said -- he said, 

He thought that they got along okay. Meaning, his son and 

Ms. Rhue. He also said that they went back and forth. He 

was living here, he was living there. Another person tells 
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the same story, but they want to use those same facts 

against Ms. Rhue, that somehow she's not going to tell the 

truth. So much that they went back not two, not three, but 

at least four times to talk to her about what happened. And 

every single time she told them that she had been to 

Washington D.C. She told them that he came over that night, 

they were supposed to meet up, got into an argument, took a 

phone, made a little nasty comment to the girlfriend.~ What 

was so new? But they want to take that fact and poin the 

finger at Ms. Rhue, even though everybody in the room 

already knew. 

Investigator Powell admitted that the dad, 

Ms. Brittani Green, who is the mother of Mr. Harrison's 

children with JR, Ms. Grate, and the aunt, who worked at the 

Detention Center, none of them contacted law enforcement 

either. It took 12 days for the family to report him 

missing. Yet, they want to say that the fact that Ms. Rhue 

didn't report him missing means she's guilty. They only 

want you to reach that conclusion because they took you down 

on the fool's path. 

That detail is not important. Ms. Grate told you 

that they saw each other sometimes week on, week off. She 

said that Ms. Rhue knew about them and they had been dating 

for a while, it's nothing new. She also told you that they 

had plans. Meaning, her and Mr. Harrison to go out on the 
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night that he went missing. But what do they want to do, 

say that because Ms. Rhue got into an argument with the 

girlfriend, she must have been involved with him going 

missing. Picking and choosing little details to try to get 

you to follow the fool. Not true. 

Ms. Meyan Thomas testified, and, with a little 

reluctance, she admitted that Ms. Rhue, not only gave her a 

ride after she saw and tried to intervene with her domestic 

situation, but also gave her clothing in, kind of, ltke a 

hand-me-down fashion, because she probably needed it. 

Is that the kind of person who's going to do a 

type of thing, just trying to hide something? Just trying 

to be -- Mr. Harrison -- and this is just a point I kind of 

forgot -- it just came to me, he also told you that 

following Mr. Harrison, his son's death, Ms. Rhue was the 

one who made the funeral arrangements. You didn't hear him 

say, Y'all can't come. He said that she made the funeral 

arrangements. 

The State wants you to take all the things that 

would normally be, probably not abnormal for us in our 

everyday life, and turn it into something that points to 

guilt. Surely, you've had arguments with your spouses. 

I've had one recently. I had to be here in this trial while 

my wife was having surgery and she sure as heck wanted me to 

be there with her. It wasn't really a whole lot I could do 
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about it. 

The State just wants you to follow the path. The 

path to nowhere. This crime scene that was -- well, it was 

made up, it was the terminology that was admitted from the 

stand, was told to be used by law enforcement. Right? The 

cellular guy, the phone guy, met with Chief Brown. Told 

them to refer to it as a crime scene, they want you to think 

it's a crime scene, when there's no evidence of 

all. 

You've heard ad nauseam now about the 

a crime at 

failules, 

the failures of law enforcement. You know that there was 

blood that was found and there was a, you know, a gap in the 

floor. Well, the gap was explained, let's don't believe 

Ms. Rhue. She told them from day one. There was blood 

there, but we don't know when it was there, but they want 

you to believe that there's somehow evidence that that was 

what came from an incident when there's no evidence 

whatsoever. 

Don't we think, I'm sure you were thinking this 

whole time, that okay, Well, if something happened in this 

small room as testified by multiple people, I think the 

largest it got was 10 by 12. I mean, we're talking about 

one, two, three, four, five, six, seven, eight, nine, ten, 

eleven, twelve. That's the widest it could have possibly 

been. 
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And so do we not think that if something such as 

homicidal violence took place that there wouldn't just be 

blood everywhere? They want you to ignore that. They want 

to say, Well, you know a little spot here, is this person's 

blood. And, Oh, this spot over here is Mr. Harrison's 

blood. Oh, by the way don't remember today that he lived 

there. But but when it's convenient, when it's 

convenient to the story line, he didn't live there all the 

time. But the last but on that one is, when it'j 

convenient to the State, him not being there all th time 

points to Ms. Rhue. 

Only when it's convenient, only when the evidence, 

when there's both sides, they'll argue whichever side they 

need to, to try to make the story fit. The detail. Nope, 

the devil trail. They want you to ignore it. 

What about some of the witnesses that they 

brought -- some of the other witnesses they brought before 

you? Well, you have Antwan Simmons. They want you to 

believe his little story over here about an alleged 

statement in a car where he admitted he was high, but they 

don't want you to pay attention to the fact that he also 

said, It was not uncommon for JR to go missing. 

That's why no one reported him missing. Where he 

went, nobody knows, but nobody reported him, because they 

know, not a big deal. Yet, when it's convenient, let's 
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point to Ms. Rhue. When it's convenient let's turn some 

arguments between spouses into tumultuous relationship. If 

it was so tumultuous, by the way, would it make any sense 

that, Well, hum, I'm going to try to invite my husband over, 

you know, prior to Valentines and try to reconcile knowing 

that he's got a girlfriend and, you know, I know that he's 

got a girlfriend, so maybe I should just give up. Did that 

sound like the kind of person that you saw on the video? 

No. She was trying to get her husband. And you knoi what 

he was doing? 

You talk about playing both sides, in that text 

message, he was playing both sides. Why else would he agree 

to come over on the night he went missing if he wasn't 

trying to play both sides. He already agreed to go out with 

Ms. Grate, they were going to head up to the River Club. 

What's he going to do? Go have a bath and maybe do some 

other activities at the wife's house, because I know that 

she will let me come back, because she's let me come back so 

many times, and then I'm going to head on out to the club. 

Doesn't that make more sense? Doesn't that make 

more sense to say that, Okay, he comes over, she gets into 

an argument, then he does say, You know what, I'm not 

getting it on tonight, and I just pissed her off, I 

shouldn't have been on the phone when she got off work, 

because she's working all day and I'm just hanging out, and 
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I'm on the phone with my girlfriend. You don't think that 

he's just like, You know what, I ain't putting up with this. 

Because he always checks out. That's what happens. That's 

what the evidence says. But the State would have you 

believe that he, I guess, hung out for a while. Because 

there are a few things, these details that they left out, 

will tell you, Well, he either hung out with the people who 

allegedly were trying -- getting ready to kill him or he 

left to the club. 

Well, let me tell you why you know this. I'm 

grabbing this chair not for that again, y'all have had 

enough of demonstrative -- but I'd like to sit down and talk 

to you for a second. And the reason why I want to do that 

is because, when I was little and I knew that my dad had 

important to say, I'd somehow find myself at the Krispy 

Kreme sitting across from him while he was drinking some 

coffee and I'd have a doughnut, and the next thing you know 

I was getting the "what for," because he knew something that 

I didn't know, or at least I didn't know he knew. 

And one of the most glaring parts of this trial, 

and I'm sure you caught, and if you didn't catch it, that's 

okay. But you guys noticed -- and I'll step up for a 

second -- these gentlemen here, fantastic job of doing 

cross-examination, nothing that I wouldn't do, but when I 

got up there, there was no reason for me to rehash these 
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points, but there a few that I wanted to make sure that you 

guys knew. 

We can talk about knots. We can talk about stains 

over here. We can talk about subtle changes in the story. 

You know, I was going to act like, kind of like a planned, 

you know, closing. But, you know, when you're third in 

line, which is fine, you know, you've got to say, Oh, I've 

got to change it just a little but, I don't want to overbear 

the jury here, hearing the same thing over and over. 

But my point has yet to have been made. My point 

is one of the details that has been just completely ignored. 

Ignored on purpose? Don't know. 

Dr. Schandl testified, she is like really one of 

the only experts that we heard from, and she told you that, 

you know, we really don't know how he died. And that we use 

a phrase called "homicidal violence." Well, and we use it 

in this particular scenario, because we know he was bound 

up, and he couldn't have done it to himself. 

Well, you know, I'm sure you're thinking, Yeah, we 

know that part. No one has disagreed with that. There's no 

reason to put on evidence of that part. But she did say 

that he -- We couldn't tell you that he drowned, because 

drowning is kind of like, at the end of the day, if you 

can't come up with something else, there's no real cause of 

death and we could rule that in, but usually it's rule out. 
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She talked -- we've talked about the predation and 

we've talked about the fact that, you know, his body was 

basically drained of blood at the time and so they had to do 

the samples. What did she say we had to do to get more 

information about this body? They had to take a sample of 

his liver, and they took that sample and sent it off to 

forensics, and forensics comes back and says, He had alcohol 

in his system. And not just a little bit of alcohol, it 

was according to her the extrapolation was somelhere in 

the area .126, .12. He had to be a little drunk e!en for 

his size. 

So the question becomes when in the heck did he 

have time to get drunk? Would the State have you believe 

that he came over and they got in an argument and then he's 

sitting around having a few drinks with everyone right 

before, you know, the butchering happened? No. The story 

is he left. Ms. Rhue told you that. They don't want you to 

follow the story she's provided on four or five different 

occasions. He left. Seen down by the Bank of America. 

Heading away from the home. Already had plans to go out and 

meet the girlfriend at the Riverview Club. And what do you 

do at the club? Get your drink on. 

So where in the world in any of the evidence that 

we see some explanation of how he got drunk? A lot of times 

it usually boils down to one of two things. And I submit to 
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you that's a big thing. Do they want you to believe that 

while he was being attacked and slung all over -- and the 

blood slinging all the place and somehow it magically 

disappeared, that he was having a few drinks, and not just a 

few, the testimony was he was over 200 pounds. So he had a 

bunch of drinks to get one and a half times the legal limit. 

Whether they ignored that on purposed or didn't 

put any explanation in the box, I'm telling you now where 

is it at? Where's that explanation? Where's the ltttle 

back door that they want you to believe that all these 

circumstances -- and I'm throwing around of air quotes, 

because that's what it is, a bunch of air quotes. They want 

you to keep on walking over here down this fool's path. And 

I know you're not going to do it, because it makes no sense. 

There is no reason, there is no evidence, there's nothing 

but doubt. 

down 

A few other things just to kind of remind you. 

You heard about this jailhouse snitch that we flew 

or I say "We" -- the State of South Carolina flew 

down from Massachusetts, so that he can tell his little 

story. During his examination, not -- the story here is 

obviously insane, because it wasn't anywhere close to what 

happened. But he acknowledged that, at the jail there's 

cameras everywhere, especially in the common area where this 

alleged statement took place. And one of the easiest things 
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in the world to do when you're in the jail is to get 

conformation about things that go on in the jail. One would 

be simply going and looking at the video. One thing that 

law enforcement does all the time, they sure as heck will 

run over there to the jail calls, and pull those jokers out. 

Why did they leave that out? Did he make some 

phone calls? Did he receive some phone calls from someone? 

He said that Punkin -- they both knew, Punkin was from 
L 

Georgetown. Were they not communicating? Punkinjwas 

related to Mr. Harrison. We don't know, because hey don't 

want you to know. We don't know whether Mr. Rhue Jr. was 

ever anywhere near this guy. They could have gotten the 

video. It's running it all day, every day. They didn't put 

it in the box. They just want you to hear that little piece 

and hope you forget that, wait a minute, now our job is to 

make sure that all these circumstances make sense. Take a 

leap of faith. But that's not how it works. That's not how 

it works. 

Somebody killed JR, that is truth that we know, 

not really like the Dallas JR, but JR just the same. And it 

disturbs me that we would put this kind of evidence that's 

not full evidence for you to contemplate, and I'm sure 

you're disturbed, too. And when you go back there and 

evaluate this evidence don't follow that fool path. Because 

in the detail, is the truth. Thank you. 
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THE COURT: All right. Thank you Mr. Edgeworth. 

CHARGE ON THE LAW 

THE COURT: All right. Ladies and gentlemen, it's 

now my duty as trial judge under the Constitution of the 

State to charge and instruct you on the law applicable in 

this case. 

It's your duties as jurors to accept and apply the 

law as I will now state it to you. It's your excl~sive duty 

to decide all the issues of fact in this case and 1etermine 

the effect, value, and weight of the evidence. Both the 

State and the Defendants have a right to expect that you 

will carefully consider and evaluate the evidence and apply 

the law of this case to it. So that, in the end, ladies and 

gentlemen, both the State of South Carolina and the 

Defendants will receive an impartial trial. 

I want you to understand, ladies and gentlemen, 

that when I use the word "Defendants," I refer to 

Mr. Alexander Rhue Sr., Mr. Alexander Rhue Jr., and 

Ms. Tiesh Rhue. 

Furthermore, it's important to understand that the 

State of South Carolina charges the Defendants Alex Rhue Sr. 

with offense known as murder and obstruction of justice. 

Defendant Alex Rhue Jr. with the offenses known as 

murder and obstruction of justice. 

And the Defendant Tiesh Rhue with the offenses 

1730



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

known as murder and obstruction of justice, ladies and 

gentlemen. 

1780 

To these charges Defendants have entered a plea of 

not guilty. This plea of not guilty places the burden of 

proof on the State to prove guilt of the Defendants to you, 

the jury, beyond a reasonable doubt. 

At the beginning of this trial each Defendant was 

charged by indictment with additional crimes. The same law 

that makes you the judge of the facts, makes me+· e judge of 

the law. As a matter of law these other charges, or 

indictments, are not to be considered by you, the jury. 

I remind you, ladies and gentlemen, that the fact 

the Defendants were arrested, charged, and indicted in this 

case is not evidence in this case and cannot be considered 

by you as evidence guilt in this case. Nor, does it create 

any presumption or inference of guilt. The indictment is 

simply the formal written instrument which contains the 

charges made against the Defendants. It is the formal 

document by which these cases are brought into court. 

Now, during this trial, ladies and gentlemen, you 

and I have had separate duties to perform. As the trial 

judge, it's my responsibility to preside over the trial and 

I also have the duty to rule upon the admissibility of 

evidence offered during the process of this trial. 

In that regard, you are to consider only the 
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competent evidence before you, ladies and gentlemen. You 

are to disregard from your mind any testimony ordered 

stricken from the record of this case during the progress of 

the trial, if there was any. And you are to consider only 

the testimony which has been presented from this witness 

stand, together with any exhibits admitted into the record 

of this case, any stipulations of Counsel made into the 

record, 

you on 

again, if there were any such stipulations~ 

Furthermore, I have the additional duty fo charge 

the applicable law of this case and in that regard I 

am the judge of the law in this case. It is your duty, 

ladies and gentlemen, to accept the law and apply the law as 

I state it to you. If you have any preconceived ideas as to 

what the law is or what the law ought to be, and it does not 

agree with what I tell you the law is, you are obligated 

under your oath, ladies and gentlemen, to abandon these 

preconceptions, because you are sworn to accept the law 

precisely as I state it to you. 

Ladies and gentlemen, in this trial you are the 

sole and exclusive judge of the facts and I am the judge of 

law. Do no infer that I have opinion -- any opinion about 

the facts in this case from anything that I've said during 

the course of this trial in ruling upon the admissibility of 

evidence or otherwise or from anything that I say during the 

course of this charge to you. In this regard the law simply 
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does not permit me to have an opinion about the facts. As 

jurors, again, it is your duty alone to determine the 

effect, value, and weight of the evidence presented during 

the course of this trial. 

The indictments in this case allege several 

different offenses against each Defendant. The charge 

against Alex Rhue Sr. are indictment -- the first 

indictment, murder, and the second indictment, 

of justice. 

The charge against Alex Rhue Jr. are 

obstruction 

il the first 
indictment, murder, and the second indictment, obstructing 

justice. 

And the indictment and the charges against Tiesh 

Rhue are indictment -- the first indictment's murder, and 

ladies and gentlemen, the second indictment is obstructing 

justice. 

Each indictment charges a separate and distinct 

offense. You must decide each indictment separately on the 

evidence and the law applicable to it uninfluenced by your 

decision as to any other indictment. The Defendants may be 

convicted or acquitted on any or all of the offenses 

charged. You will be asked to write a separate verdict of 

guilty or not guilty for each indictment and for each 

Defendant. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I charge you that there are 
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three Defendants in this case. The case of each Defendant 

and the evidence and law concerning that Defendant should be 

considered separately and individually. Your verdict does 

not have to be the same for all Defendants. The fact that 

you may find one Defendant guilty or not guilty should not 

control your verdict as to the other Defendants. 

Where more than one person is charged with a 

crime, if the evidence warrants it, you may convict one and 

or you mar convict acquit the others or you may acquit all 

all. It will depend upon your view of the testimony and 

evidence. You must take each Defendant and consider the 

evidence as to that Defendant and my instructions to you on 

the law. You will then write a separate verdict of guilty 

or not guilty for each individual Defendant. 

Now, ladies and gentleman, it's vital to 

understand that the Defendants are presumed, under the law, 

to be innocent of these charges. The Defendants have no 

obligation to prove his or her innocence. It's a 

fundamental rule of our law that a Defendant, irrespective 

of the seriousness of the charges against him or her, is 

always presumed innocent of the crimes for which he or she 

is charged unless and until his or her guilt has been proven 

by evidence that satisfies you, the jury, beyond a 

reasonable doubt. 

The presumption of innocence is not a mere legal 
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theory or legal phrase, ladies and gentlemen. The 

presumption of innocence is very important. And you need to 

understand that this presumption accompanies each Defendant 

from the time of their arrest and appearance in this court 

and continues with each Defendant even after you retire to 

the jury room to deliberate. 

In other words, the Defendants receive the benefit 

of the presumption of innocence until the very end of the 

trial when you, the jury, will deliberate upon Jhe evidence 

and decide whether the State has proven each DeJendant's 

guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. 

Ladies and gentlemen, what's a reasonable doubt in 

law? The reasonable doubt is the kind of doubt that that 

would cause a reasonable person to hesitate to act. Proof 

beyond a reasonable doubt is proof that leave you firmly 

convinced of the Defendant's guilt. There are very few 

things in this world that we know with absolute certainty. 

So even in criminal cases the law does not require the proof 

that overcomes every possible doubt. 

However, if, based on your consideration of the 

evidence you are firmly convinced that the Defendant is 

guilty of the crimes charged, you must him or her guilty. 

If, on the other hand, you think there's a real possibility 

that he or she is not that guilty, you must give him or her 

the benefit of the doubt and find them not guilty. 
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Jurors, please understand that reasonable doubt 

may arise from evidence which has been presented in the case 

or from the lack of evidence in the case. It's your 

responsibility, ladies and gentlemen, to determine whether 

or not reasonable doubt exists as to the guilt of each 

Defendant. 

I charge that the Defendants are entitled to every 

reasonable doubt arising in the whole case. If ~pon any 

issues of fact essential to conviction and a verfict of 

guilty, you have a reasonable doubt as to how that issue 

should be resolved, it would be your duty to resolve that 

reasonable doubt in favor of the Defendants. 

Thus, in summary, it's important to understand the 

Defendants are not required to prove their innocence. 

Instead, the State is required by law to prove every 

essential element of the offense charged against each 

Defendant by evidence which satisfies you of his or her 

guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. Only then can you convict 

the Defendants and find him or her guilty. 

Ladies and gentlemen, in determining what the 

facts in this case are, you must judge the credibility, 

which simply means the believability of the witnesses and 

the value and or weight to be given to their testimony. You 

alone must decide the force and effect of the testimony. 

In making this decision there are many things you 
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may and should take into consideration. Such as the 

appearance and manner of the witness on the stand, a 

characteristic often refereed to as the demeanor of the 

witness. Was the witness forthright or hesitant? Was the 

witness's testimony consistent or did it contain 

discrepancies? What was the ability of the witness to know 

the fact about which he or she testified? Did the witness 

have a cause or reason to be bias and prejudice in favor of 

the testimony he or she gave? Was the testimonl of the 

witness corroborated or made stronger by other lestimony in 

evidence or was it made weaker or impeached by other such 

testimony in evidence? 

As jurors, please understand that you have the 

right to believe a small portion of a witness's testimony 

and disregard the larger portion or visa versa. You may 

believe all of a witness's testimony or none. You may 

believe the testimony of a single witness against that of 

many witnesses, or the other way around. 

In exercising your mental processes and attempting 

to decide the verdict the law simply requires that you 

exercise good judgment. Your common sense, your sense of 

logic and reason, and your experiences in life, you then 

apply these attributes to the evidence and apply the law as 

I stated to you and thus arrive at a verdict. 

Ladies and gentlemen, there are two types of 
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evidence which are generally presented during trial, direct 

and circumstantial. Direct evidence directly proves the 

existence of a fact and does not require a deduction. 

Circumstantial evidence is proof of a chain of facts and 

circumstances indicating the existence of a fact. Crimes 

may be proven by circumstantial evidence. The law makes no 

distinction between the weight or value to be given to 

either direct or circumstantial evidence. 

However, to the extent the State reliis on 

circumstantial evidence, ladies and gentlemen, the 

circumstances must be consistent with each other and when 

taken together point conclusively to the guilty of the 

accused beyond a reasonable doubt. 

If the circumstances merely portray the 

Defendant's behavior is suspicious, the proof has failed. 

The State has the burden of proving the Defendant's guilty 

beyond a reasonable doubt. This burden rests with the State 

regardless of whether the State relies on direct or 

circumstantial evidence or some combination of the two. 

The rules of evidence, ladies and gentlemen, do 

not ordinarily permit witnesses to testify to opinions or 

conclusions. An exception to this rule exists for witnesses 

we call expert witnesses. Witnesses who, by education, 

experience, have become experts in some art, science, or 

profession, or calling may state an opinion to relevant and 
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material matter in which the witness claims to be an expert 

and may also state the reasons for the opinion. 

You should consider any expert opinion received as 

evidence in this case and like any other evidence give it 

the weight you think it deserves, ladies and gentlemen. 

you decide that the opinion of an expert is not based on 

If 

sufficient education and experience, or if you conclude that 

the reason given in support of the opinion are not sound or 

that the opinion is outweighed by other evidente, you may 

disregard the opinion entirely. 

An expert witness's testimony is to be given no 

greater weight than that of any other witness, simply 

because the witness is an expert. Further, you are not 

required to accept an experts opinion even though it is not 

contradicted. 

Ladies and gentlemen, a statement alleged to have 

been made by a Defendant in this matter has been admitted 

into evidence in this case. While the Court has determined 

that the statement is admissible, I instruct you that you 

make the ultimate decision of whether or not the Defendant 

made the statement. If the Defendant did make the 

statement, you must determine whether the statement was made 

by the Defendant voluntarily and of his or her own free 

will. 

This means that the statement was not caused by 
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pressure, force, fear, threats, coercion, or intimidation, 

or by hope or a promise of leniency or a reward of any kind. 

In determining whether the statement was voluntary, you 

should consider both the characteristics of the Defendant 

and the details of the questioning. 

Some of the factors, ladies and gentlemen, that 

you must consider are: The age of the Defendant; the 

Defendant's education or lack there of; the Defendant's 

mental ability or capacity; the Defendant's IQ fr 
intelligence; the Defendant's background and environment; 

the place and length of detention; the nature of the 

questioning; and the advice, or lack thereof, to the 

Defendant of his or her Constitutional Rights, including, 

but not limited to: The Right to Remain Silent, That any 

statement could be used against him or her in a court of 

law; the right to have a lawyer present; that if he or she 

could not afford a lawyer, a lawyer would be appointed to 

represent him or her without any cost; and that he or she 

could stop making a statement at any time. 

You must carefully consider all the surrounding 

circumstances before you give any weight to an alleged 

statement. The State has the burden of proving beyond a 

reasonable doubt that the alleged statement was voluntary, 

ladies and gentlemen, and if you determine it was you may 

give the statement any further consideration that you deem 
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proper. You must decide what weight, if any, should be 

given to the alleged statement. If you determine the 

alleged statement was not free and voluntary, a statement of 

the Defendant, you should not consider that statement at 

all. 

Now, ladies and gentlemen, I want to instruct you 

right now and emphasize the fact that a Defendant chose not 

to testify if not to be -- not a factor to be considered by 

you in any way in your deliberations and i~ yJur 

consideration on the question of guilt or 1nnJcence of the 

Defendant. It must not be considered by you in any manner, 

whatsoever. 

A Defendant has the constitutional right to remain 

silent and the assertion of this right must not be 

considered by you in your deliberations. I repeat, under 

your oath, you are to draw no conclusion, whatsoever, from 

the fact that the Defendants in this case chose not to 

testify. The fact that the Defendants have chosen not to 

testify should not even be discussed in the jury room. 

The burden of proof, as I have stated to you is on 

the State. The Defendants are not required to prove their 

innocence. The burden of proof remains on the State to 

prove guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. 

Ladies and gentlemen, in order to establish 

criminal liability, criminal intent is required. For 
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example, the mental state required to be proven by the State 

for a particular crime might be purpose, intent, knowledge, 

recklessness, or criminal negligence. Criminal intent must 

be proven by the State beyond a reasonable doubt. Criminal 

intent is always a matter that must be determined by the 

jury from the circumstances surrounding the situation, 

ladies and gentlemen. There is no way to prove intent to a 

mathematical certainty. 

dissect a person's brain 

in mind. 

There's no way medical 

and determine what tht 

science can 

person had 

So the law says that criminal intent maybe 

inferred from the circumstances shown to have existed. This 

is how you make a determination of whether or not the 

element requiring intent was present. It's not necessary to 

establish intent by direct and positive evidence, but intent 

may be established by inference, in the same way as any 

other fact by taking into consideration the acts of the 

parties and all the facts and circumstances in this case. 

Criminal intent is a mental state, a conscious 

wrongdoing, and it's up to you to determine what the 

defendant intended to do, based upon the circumstances shown 

to have existed. Criminal intent can arise from action or a 

failure to act. It may arise from negligence recklessness 

or indifference to duty or to consequences that is 

considered by the law to be the equivalent of criminal 
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intent. 

Ladies and gentlemen, if a crime is committed by 

two or more people who are acting together in committing a 

crime the act of one is the act all. A person who joins 

with another to commit an unlawful act is criminally 

responsible for everything done by the other person which 

happens as a probable or natural consequence of the act done 

in carrying out the common plan and purpose. 

For example, two people can be guilr'y of killing 

another person when only one of the two had a gun. There 

was only one bullet and only of the two fired the shot that 

caused the death. If two or more people are together, 

acting together, assisting each other in committing the 

offense, the act of one is the act of all, or as it is 

sometimes said, the hand of one is the hand of all. 

Prior knowledge that a crime is going to be 

committed without more, is not sufficient to make a person 

guilty of that crime. Mere knowledge that another person is 

going to commit a crime, even if the Defendant is present 

when the crime is committed is not sufficient to convict the 

Defendant as a principal. Guilt, as a principal, is shown 

by actual or constructive presence at the scene as a result 

of prior arrangement. 

Therefore, a finding of a prior arranged plan or 

common scheme is necessary for a finding of guilt as a 
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principal. The State must prove beyond a reasonable doubt 

by competent evidence, ladies and gentlemen, the theory of 

the hand of one is the hand of all. A principal in a crime 

is one who either actually commits the crime or is present, 

abetting -- excuse me -- aiding, abetting, or assisting in 

committing the crime. 

When a person does an act in the presence and with 

the assistance 

or more acting 

the commission 

of another the act is done by blth, where two 

with a common plan or intent arr present at 

of a crime, it does not matter, ladies and 

gentlemen, who actually commits the crime. All are guilty. 

The hand of one is the hand of all. Present at the 

commission of a crime needs to be sufficiently near to aid, 

abet, and assist in the commission of a crime. 

However, mere presence at the scene of a crime is 

not sufficient to convict one as a principal on the theory 

of abating -- of aiding and abetting. Intent is also a 

necessary element for there to have been a common design or 

intent to commit the crime and the crime must have been 

committed pursuant thereto with the person aiding and 

abetting some overt act. 

Intent means intending the result which actually 

occurs, not accidentally or involuntarily. Intent may be 

shown by acts and conduct of the Defendant and other 

circumstances from which you may naturally and reasonably 
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infer intent. The State must proves these elements, again, 

beyond a reasonable doubt. 

A person may be constructively present at the 

commission of a crime even though the person is some 

distance away from the actual scene if it is shown beyond a 

reasonable doubt that the person played a role in the 

commission of the crime as a result of some prior 

arrangement. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I charge youjthat mere 

presence at the scene is not sufficient to p,ove someone 

guilty of a crime. The Defendant's presence where a crime 

is being committed or a mere association with the person who 

commits the crime does not make a Defendant an accomplice or 

and aider or abettor of the person committing the crime. 

The burden is on the State to prove every element of the 

crime charged. 

If you find, after reviewing all the evidence, 

that the State has proven that a Defendant was only present 

at the scene of a crime and that they have not proved beyond 

a reasonable doubt any other participation in the crime, 

then you must find the Defendant not guilty. The law that 

proof of the -- the law is at proof at the scene of the 

crime is not sufficient to find someone guilty. 

In order to be guilty as an aider or abettor the 

participant must be chargeable with knowledge of the 
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principal's criminal conduct. Prior knowledge that a crime 

is going to be committed without more is not sufficient to 

make a person guilty of the crime. 

Ladies and gentlemen, each Defendant is charged 

with murder. The State must prove beyond any reasonable 

doubt that the Defendants killed another person with malice 

aforethought. Malice is hatred, ill will, or hostility 

towards another. It is the intentional doing,of a wrongful 

act without just cause or excuse and with an fntent to 

inflict an injury or under circumstances that the law will 

infer an evil intent. 

Malice aforethought does not require that malice 

exists for any particular time before the act is committed, 

but malice must exist in the mind of the Defendant just 

before and at the time of the act at the time that the 

act is committed. Therefore, there must be a combination of 

the previous evil intent and the act. 

Malice aforethought may be expressed or inferred. 

These terms "Expressed" and "Inferred" do not mean different 

kinds of malice, but merely the manner in which malice may 

be shown to exist, either by direct evidence or inference 

from the facts and circumstances which are proved. 

Expressed malice is shown when a person speaks 

words which express hatred or ill will for another or when 

the person prepared beforehand to do the act which was later 

1746



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1796 

accomplished. For example, laying in wait for a person or 

any other acts of preparation going to show that the deed 

was within the Defendant's mind would be expressed malice. 

Malice may be inferred from conduct showing a total 

disregard for human life. 

Ladies and gentlemen, each Defendant in this case 

has been charged with obstruction of justice. The State 

must first prove beyond a reasonable doubt the Defendant 
! 

committed an act which prevented, obstructed, impeded, or 

hindered the administration of justice. The State must also 

prove beyond a reasonable doubt that the Defendant did act 

with the intent to obstruct justice. The Defendant does not 

have to succeed in the effort to obstruct justice, it's 

enough is some act is done in furtherance of the attempt to 

obstruct justice. 

All right. Ladies and gentlemen, I've got a few 

more remarks for you before you begin your deliberations in 

this matter. 

I want you to clearly understand that you are not 

partisans or advocates for the State of South Carolina or 

for the Defendants. It's your duty by your joined 

deliberations to determine the facts in this case given to 

the Defendants the benefit of every reasonable doubt on each 

and every issue. Then to, the facts which you determine to 

be true, you should take and apply the law, which has been 

1747



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1797 

given to you by this Court, and thus arrive at a verdict in 

this case. 

Thus, when you have accomplished these 

responsibilities, you will have satisfied your oath as 

jurors and you will have discharged your duty to this Court. 

Once you retire to the jury room, the Bailiff will give you 

a verdict form, and we'll give the verdict form to the 

Foreperson. And when you, the jury, arrive ~ta verdict as 

to the offenses charged in this case excu e me. 

Once you retire to the jury room, the Bailiff will 

give you the verdict form to the Foreman, and when the jury 

arrive at a verdict as to the offenses charged in this case 

of each Defendant, the Foreperson will select the verdict as 

to that offense on the verdict form. 

If the State has failed to prove the guilt of a 

Defendant beyond a reasonable doubt your verdict will be not 

guilty. Likewise, if the State has proven the guilt of a 

Defendant beyond a reasonable doubt, your verdict will be 

guilty. 

Once a decision has been made, the Foreperson will 

check whichever choice is the verdict of the jury as to the 

offense charged. The verdict that you render in this case 

must be the verdict of each and every juror, ladies and 

gentlemen. It must be your unanimous verdict. All 12 

jurors must agree on the verdict, which you authorize the 
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Foreperson to write for the jury. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I want you to further 

understand that the order in which the choices of the 

verdict appear on the verdict form are not suggestive of any 

verdict on the part of this Court. The verdict in this case 

is to be determined by you, the jury, not the Court. 

Furthermore, ladies and gentlemen, please 

understand that, even though I will give the verdict form to 
i 

the Foreperson, it is not his verdict alonef it's the 

verdict of all 12 of you, ladies and gentlefuen. And I 

emphasize, again, that it must be a unanimous verdict. You 

must consider the instructions as a whole and not follow 

some and ignore others. 

I now ask you to retire to the jury room, but do 

not begin your deliberations until you are told to do so. 

The law requires that I now consult with the attorneys to 

make sure that I have not left anything out of the 

instructions. After I have checked with the attorneys, the 

Bailiff will bring in the verdict forms and instruct you to 

begin your deliberations. 

Also, should you have any questions, ladies and 

gentlemen, during your deliberations you must put them in 

writing and send them to me by the Bailiff. The Court 

Bailiff will be placed immediately outside the jury room 

during your deliberations. 
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Once you've reached your verdict, please knock on 

the door and the Bailiff will advise the Court that you've 

reached a verdict and we will return you to the courtroom as 

promptly as possible. 

Now, ladies and gentlemen just one more moment, 

I'm going to show you the verdict form. I've got verdict 

forms for each Defendant in this case. And just to let you 

know what this verdict form says. 

For instance, one here is going to say: We the 

jury in the above captioned case on the charge of murder of 

Leon Harrison Jr. unanimously find the Defendant Alexander 

Rhue Jr. not guilty or guilty. And, again, don't take any 

significance on the fact that I placed one above the other, 

there's nothing important or unique about that fact. I have 

to do it one way and that's the way -- actually my law clerk 

put it down on the list, okay, so I don't want you to draw 

anything from that. 

And then, of course, also on this same verdict 

form: We the jury in the above captioned case on the charge 

of obstruction of justice unanimously find Alexander Rhue 

Jr., and here, not guilty or guilty. 

So what would happen is, when you reach your 

verdict, you simply instruct the Foreperson if he would go 

and if he would check one of those. And then what I would 

ask is the Foreperson, if you would put your initials at the 
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break of the page, there's actually a second page here, if 

you would put right here at the break your initials, 

Mr. Foreman, once you reach that decision. And then if you 

would sign right her on the second page. And, of course, 

what I have is I have a verdict form for each Defendant, 

okay. So I'm going to pass that back to you. 

You also will receive the evidence, they're going 

You'll have that if to go over the evidence, very briefly. 
i 

to look at any of that evidence, fou you want 

do so. 

feel free to 

So, ladies and gentlemen, I want to thank you. 

I'm going to ask you to retire the jury room, but remember 

do not begin your deliberations until you are instructed to 

do so by the Bailiff. All right. Thank you. 

(WHEREUPON, the jury exited the courtroom at 2:29 

p.m.) 

THE COURT: All right. Are there any exceptions 

or additions concerning the charge that I presented to the 

jury from the State? 

MS. RICHARDSON: No, Your Honor. And I'd also 

like to advise the Court that we do have a laptop available 

for the jury with all internet removed that's available for 

inspection that can be sent back with them to review any 

evidence. 

THE COURT: Thank you, Solicitor. 
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Any exceptions or additions concerning my charge 

to the jury, Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir. 

THE COURT: Any exceptions or additions to my 

charge, Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Edgeworth, any exceptions or 

additions to my charge to the jury? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Folks, I nave the jury 

form. I've got one for Ms. Rhue, Mr. Rhue Jr., and Mr. Rhue 

Sr. That's the verdict form that each of you have already 

looked at, and to my knowledge have approved, correct, 

Solicitor? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir. 

MR. VOIGT: Yes, sir. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. What I want to do is, I 

want y'all to make sure that we've got the appropriate 

evidence that's going back. And, if so, then what I want to 

do is I want to send that evidence back with the verdict 

form. I'll give that to the Bailiff and tell the Bailiff 

that he can inform the jury to begin with deliberations. 
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Does that meet with your approval? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, we need to bring out 

the alternate. 

THE COURT: Thank you for reminding me of that. 

Is there any objection before the jury begins 

deliberating -- to bringing out, and then what I would plan 

to do is to release the alternate. 

Any objections to releasing the alternate from the 

State? 

MS. RICHARDSON: No, Your Honor., I think that's 

appropriate at this time. 

THE COURT: Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir. 

MR. VOIGT: No, sir. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Thank you, gentlemen. 

All right. Mr. Bailiff, could you go ahead and 

bring me the alternate juror? And, Mr. Bailiff, makes sure 

that he brings lunch or brings all of his property. He's 

not going to be going back into the jury room, okay? 

THE BAILIFF: Thank you. 

THE COURT: Any objection to them eating and 

deliberating at the same time, from the State? 

MS. RICHARDSON: No, Your Honor. 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir. But, normally, the jury is 
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instructed that if they are going to eat and deliberate they 

have to do it as a group. In other words, three can't be 

talking about the merits of the meal, while nine more are 

doing what they're doing. So as long as the Court instructs 

them in that regard. 

THE COURT: All right. Do you want me to bring 

them out and instruct them to that or would a note be 

sufficient or just have the Bailiff inform them of that? 

MR. HAZZARD: You can step to th1 door and tell 

them that. I don't have a problem with that. 

THE COURT: All right. So you want me to tell 

them to make sure that if they're going to eat and 

deliberate that everyone focus their attention on only 

eating, but making certain that they're all participating in 

the deliberation and not debating about the quality of the 

meal; is that fair? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir. That -- they all 

choose -- if they choose to have a working lunch where they 

are eating and deliberating that is appropriate. If one or 

more decide we don't want to deliberate, we want to eat, 

well, then they all have to eat, and save the deliberations 

until they're all finished. Some can't do one, while others 

do another, they all obviously have to deliberate as a group 

of 12. 

THE COURT: Okay. Any objection to my informing 
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them of that? 

MS. RICHARDSON: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: No, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Edgeworth? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Why don't y'all how about 

get the alternate, bring the alternate -- there he is. 

Hey, sir, come on around here. l' 

THE ALTERNATE JUROR: How are y,u doing, sir? 

THE COURT: Great. Sir. 

THE ALTERNATE JUROR: Yes. 

THE COURT: I want to thank you so much for your 

service this week. I mean, you've been here for eight days 

and now I have to pull you out and not allow you to 

participate, but unfortunately the rules provide that only 

12 people can be in there to deliberate. I don't want you 

to think that the service that you provided to your county 

and to this Court is any less than the folks that will 

deliberating on this. I thank you so much for honoring your 

subpoena, sir. I can't tell you how important that is and 

how much that means to every attorney in this room. 

So, with that, sir, I'm going to discharge you. 

You have completed your service for the week -- well, 

actually week and a half, but you've completed your service. 
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You won't be subject to being called as a juror for the next 

three years in State Court. But, unfortunately, that 

doesn't apply to Magistrate's Court or Federal Court or City 

Court. 

But I thank you so much, sir. You also, sir, are 

going to be free to -- you're to discuss this matter with 

whoever you want. If you don't want to discuss this matter, 

you don't have to discuss this matter. The only that 

unttl the would ask, sir, is that you would wait jury 

concludes their deliberations before you discuss this 

with anyone. I thank you so much for your service. 

THE ALTERNATE JUROR: Thank you, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

(WHEREUPON, the alternate juror exited the 

courtroom at 2:34 p.m.) 

I 

matter 

THE COURT: All right. I'm going to go and 

instruct the jury. And, in the meantime, if y'all can make 

sure that the exhibits are in order and whatever needs to be 

done there, I'd appreciate that. 

(WHEREUPON, a break in the proceedings held from 

2:38 p.m. until 2:43 p.m.) 

THE COURT: Do we have everything ready to go back 

to them? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Okay. Is there a box? 
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MR. HAZZARD: I had suggested there is a box right 

there. 

THE COURT: All right. I think we've agreed on 

everything, so, Mr. Bailiff, if you could put that stuff in 

the box, put all of the evidence in the box, and this 

verdict form, take it with them, put it on top. Then you 

can let them know they are free to begin their 

deliberations. 

Any objections from the State?j. 

MS. RICHARDSON: No, Your Hono•. 

THE COURT: Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir. No objections. 

MR. VOIGT: No, Your Honor. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Thank you gentlemen. 

Do you want to give them the box of gloves, so if 

they want to look at something, they can put gloves on, 

please? Thank you. 

We'll be at ease until we hear from them. 

MS. RICHARDSON: The laptop and speakers need to 

go back, as well. 

THE COURT: Are we going to take them? 

MR. HAZZARD: I was thinking if they ask for them 

then they can go back. 

THE COURT: Generally, what I've done is if 
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they've asked for it, it doesn't matter. If the State wants 

to send 

Bailiff 

speakers 

it back, any objection to the laptop going back? 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Well, we'll let the 

when he or she comes back, put the laptop and the 

and take those back also. All right? 

We can go off the record. ,I 
(WHEREUPON, the jury began delilerations started 

at 2:45 p.m. Off record until 3:25 p.m.) 

THE BAILIFF: All rise. 

THE COURT: I just want to put on the record 

what's going on before we do anything or tell the jury 

anything. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Oh, yes, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. We're just waiting for 

Mr. Voigt. 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Gentlemen, you're aware, apparently, 

the jury is having a technical issue. We'll wait for 

Mr. Voigt to come in. Apparently they're having trouble 

getting the computer to play something that they want to 

look at. So we need to find a way to assist them with that, 

and I was going to wait for Mr. Voigt to get here, so we can 

discuss that. 
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(WHEREUPON, a brief pause in the proceedings.) 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Voigt, I just 

mentioned a moment ago to your compadres, my understanding 

is that the jurors, there's some evidence that they want to 

look at, but they're having trouble with the computer and/or 

getting access to the computer and/or getting the whatever 

it is that they want to look at to play. 

So what do y'all want to do? Solicitor? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, JJe can give them 

instructions on how to restart the comp ter or it could be 

sent out here and we could all get it restarted and send it 

back to them. 

Apparently, there's just a glitch with it that I 

didn't know about that it's requiring a user name and 

password. But if they manually power it down, it should 

power back up without the need for a password and user name. 

THE COURT: What do you want to do? 

MR. HAZZARD: Well, since we're not sure exactly 

if that's the issue, I would suggest having the Foreman come 

out, explaining specifically what the issue is, the Foreman 

can then go back in, Prosecutor can tell you what the fix 

is, and you can send in a handwritten note saying, Hey, try 

this. 

THE COURT: All right. Does that meet with 

everybody's approval? 
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THE COURT: Okay. Let's get the Foreman to come 

out, Mr. Bailiff. 

(WHEREUPON, the Foreman entered the courtroom at 

3:42 p.m.) 

THE COURT: Mr. Foreman. 

MR. FOREMAN: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: I understand, 

the computer, sir? 

is tlere a problem with 

MR. FOREMAN: Yes, we can't open any of the 

pictures on the flash drive or the disks. 

THE COURT: Okay. So are you able to turn it on. 

MR. FOREMAN: We can get them on. We can get them 

to show up on the screen, not in a picture form, but, you 

know, little characters on the screen, but we can't get them 

to come up with picture. 

THE COURT: All right. Let's do this. Let me 

send you back in talk to them. And I may have you come back 

out or we will pass a note to you. All right, sir? 

MR. FOREMAN: Okay. 

THE COURT: It sounds like to me it's more than 

just perhaps repowering. I don't know. Whatever y'all want 

me to do, I'll do. 
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MS. RICHARDSON: If we could have it brought out 

and we could all inspect it and see. I could have our IT 

department remote in, as well. 

THE COURT: Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: I have no objection to that. 

THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: No objection, Judge. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No objection, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. So 1eh 1 s -- how about if 

they -- do you want to get them to remole -- to send out the 

computer and what it is they want to look at so we can try 

to basically get those two documents in there, make sure 

they're working and send it back? 

MR. HAZZARD: No objection. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No objection. 

MR. VOIGT: No objection. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes. 

THE COURT: All right. I put, Please send out the 

computer and documents that you want to examine, via the 

Bailiff, Judge Bonds. 

Does that meet with everybody's approval? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. 

MR. VOIGT: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Bailiff, if you would 
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give them this note. And, sir, when you give them this note 

and when you bring out the documents that they want to look 

at and the computer, please bring the note back out so I can 

make that note a Court's Exhibit, sir. 

THE BAILIFF: Okay. 

(WHEREUPON, the Foreman entered the courtroom at 

3:45 p.m.) 

THE COURT: Mr. Foreman, this is -- you're handing 

me the documents -- these are the documfts that y'all want 

to look at? 

MR. FOREMAN: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Okay. These three? 

MR. FOREMAN: Yes. 

THE COURT: All right. Good. We'll see if we 

can't fire that up, okay? 

MR. FOREMAN: Thank you. 

THE COURT: And we'll have this information with 

you, sir. Thank you. 

(WHEREUPON, the Foreman exited the courtroom at 

3:49 p.m.) 

THE COURT: All right. Let the record reflect 

that the Bailiff returned to me the Solicitor's Office Juror 

Computer, Solicitor's Office Juror Laptop, I guess this is 

the actual DVD player. There is two DVDs, State's Exhibit 

21, State's Exhibit 27, and a purple flash drive that has --
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indicates it's 190 pictures. I don't know what evidence 

number. 

MS. RICHARDSON: That would be State's Exhibit 39. 

THE COURT: Okay. So I've got this right here. 

It's been brought to me. I've the Bailiff back to -- excuse 

me, I've sent the Foreperson who brought that to me back 

into the jury room. I've got the note that I sent to him. 

I want to make that as a Court's 

Any objection from the 

and have I accurately put on the 

Exhibit. 

StateJas to what's happened 

recor what transpired? 

Honor. 

(WHEREUPON, Court's Exhibit Number 7 marked.) 

MS. RICHARDSON: No objection, and you have, Your 

THE COURT: Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: No and yes. 

THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: No and yes. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No and yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Do you folks want to come 

look at this and see if y'all can use your expertise? 

Mr. Hazzard, we didn't have this problem when you 

and I started practicing law, did we? 

MR. HAZZARD: No, we did not. 

(WHEREUPON, a brief pause held.) 

THE COURT: Solicitor, I'm informed we've got a 
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fix to the technical issues? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. Apparently, 

when they were putting the medium in it wasn't automatically 

popping up they had to go to the quick access shortcut. And 

then access either the DVD or the flash drive on that side, 

but we did test them and they worked. 

THE COURT: Okay. So is the flash drive ready to 

fire up? Can they just go right to that or do they go to 

through this --

MS. RICHARDSON: They still have to get that quick 

access. Oh, it's minimized then. I left it up. 

THE COURT: Okay. So the quick access link brings 

up the folders, choose DVD or flash drive. All right. 

How do y'all propose we get this back to them? Do 

you want me just to send a note? Do you want to bring the 

Foreperson back out and tell him and give him a note to take 

back? What would you like to do, State? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Either way, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: Foreperson. 

THE COURT: All right. Is that okay? 

MR. VOIGT: I concur, Your Honor. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Let's get the Foreperson 

out here. 
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(WHEREUPON, the Foreman entered the courtroom at 

4:00 p.m.) 

THE COURT: Hey, Mr. Foreman, what I'm going to do 

is, since I'm not technical savvy, I'm going to have my 

expert right here, my law clerk, explain to you, I think, 

what needs to be done, such that y'all can view what you 

need to view. 

! 
MR. FOREMAN: Okay. 

give you some THE COURT: And I'm also going to 

instructions to take back with you. Okay, sir? 

MR. FOREMAN: Okay. 

(WHEREUPON, A brief pause held.) 

THE COURT: And she's going to give you a copy of 

the instructions. Hold on one second, sir. I want to read 

you make sure I read the instructions into the record. 

All right. The instructions that I'm going to 

have marked as a Court's Exhibit, a copy which I'm going to 

give to him says, says, To use the computer click Quick 

Access Link to bring up the folders, select DVD or flash 

drive. 

That's the original note. Does that note meet 

with approval to go back with the Foreperson? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. 

MR. HAZZARD: No objection. 

MR. VOIGT: No objection. 
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MR. EDGEWORTH: No objection, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. So I'm marking this as the 

Court's Exhibit. 

Sir, I'm giving this to you that you can also use 

as a guide in the event that you get back there and, if 

you're like me, you might not be able to remember. 

MR. FOREMAN: Okay. 

THE COURT: All right. Any objection to the 

information that I have and my clerk h,s provided to the 

Foreperson, from the State? 

MS. RICHARDSON: No, Your Honor. The flash drive 

may have a name like Lexar. It'll have the name of the 

flash drive, the company? 

THE COURT: Okay. Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: No objection. 

MR. VOIGT: No objection. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No objection, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right, sir. Thank you very much. 

You can retire to the jury room. 

(WHEREUPON, the Foreman exited the courtroom at 

4:02 p.m.) 

THE COURT: All right. I hope that has it and 

we'll be waiting to hear from the jury. Thank you. 

(WHEREUPON, Court's Exhibit Number 8 was marked.) 

(WHEREUPON, a break was held while deliberations 
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They got a late lunch, so I think they should be 

good for awhile. So that's kind of what I've got planned, 

and I just wanted to let you all know that, given that it's 

5:30. We'll just let them keep working until they let us 

know. All right. 

here. 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. 

THE BAILIFF: All rise. 

THE COURT: Thank you. Be seated. 

All right. Let's wait and get Mr. Hazzard in 

MR. EDGEWORTH: He's on the way, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Let's come to order. 

I received a note from the jury that I'm going to 

read. If you want to come up and read it, you can, after I 

finish putting it on the record, but I'm also going to mark 

it as a Court's Exhibit. 

It says: Your Honor, may we get the Judge's 

definitions and Jury Instructions to review? Thank you, 

Charles Powell, Juror 182. 

So I want to go ahead and mark this as a Court's 

Exhibit. It says they want the Judge's definitions and the 
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jury instructions to review. 

(WHEREUPON, Court's Exhibit Number 9 was marked.) 

THE COURT: I will say that in cases that I have 

tried in the few months that I've been on the bench that 

there have been cases where I have sent my jury instructions 

back. That generally has been -- I acknowledge and tell 

them I'm sending them back -- and they take it and then they 

use it as they see fit. And then, when they come back out 

of deliberations, they would return t1ose instructions. 

But, you know, I didn't do that with this case I 

didn't ask. Generally what I would do, is I would ask what 

is your opinion. And, if you have an opinion, if everybody 

says, fine, fine, I'll send it back. If somebody says they 

don't want to, then I won't. I'll do it old school, which I 

think old school would be that they don't go back. 

But I think there's been a push, or at least some 

judges, I know Judge Brown does that a good bit, because in 

fact that's who I sat with when I first went on the bench, 

and so we did that. But that is the question. I am happy 

to hear from the State concerning the question and any ideas 

the State has about what we need to do at this point? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, no objection from the 

State to sending them back. If you send all of them back I 

think that's no different than if you came out here and read 

them. So, no objection at all to sending them back. 
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THE COURT: Mr. Hazzard? And I'm not -- I'm just 

saying that's something I've done, I'm not abdicating for 

that in any way. I didn't mean to do that. I was just 

telling you what my experience has been recently. But I'm 

happy, also, to hear from you, Mr. Hazzard. 

MR. HAZZARD: May it please the Court? 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

MR. HAZZARD: I've definitely been fortunate 

enough to have trials, as the Court t'as saying, where the 

judge sent them back on the front en·. 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

MR. HAZZARD: So I agree with the State as long as 

they all go back, which they will, because they have not 

specified they want to hear any particular portion. So I 

have no objection, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: Judge, in the 30 seconds or so that 

I've had to try to figure out how this benefits my client, 

I've done it both ways and I don't see where it cuts for or 

against any particular sides. So I have no objection. 

THE COURT: Mr. Edgeworth? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Your Honor, on behalf of Ms. Rhue, 

I have no objection. 

THE COURT: All right. And so, when you folks are 

telling me no objection, am I correct in understanding then 
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that you have no objection to sending my jury charges 

back the entirety of my jury charges back to the jury? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Okay. Do we have my jury charges? 

Did I make any notes on them? All right. 

What about the definition? I don't know that 

there are any definitions that need to go back. I don't 

know what they would be referring to.
1 

I mean, as far as 

definitions, 

there. 

I think, like, for instatce murder is defined 

I submit just here are the requested jury 

instructions. And I'll put that on a note -- on a Post-it 

note that's attached to these jury instructions. 

Does that meet with your approval from the State? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. I think the 

only terms that were defined, were defined in the jury 

instructions. So I think that's correct. 

THE COURT: Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: No objection. 

THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: I agree with the State on that. 

THE COURT: Mr. Edgeworth? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Yes, Your Honor. I have no 

objection. I believe that's most likely what they meant. 

THE COURT: All right. Do y'all want to come up 
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and look at this, the jury instruction? Do you want to 

peruse this document. 

MR. HAZZARD: I'll take a look at it. 

THE COURT: Yeah, I mean, that's fine. 

All right. The note that I was going to attach to 

it says, Here are the requested jury instructions. 

(WHEREUPON, a brief pause while examining the 

document.) 

THE COURT: All right. 

instructions back attached to the 

I'~ going to send my jury 

frbnt underneath the jury 

charge is a note that reads: Here are the requested jury 

instructions. That meets with your approval, Solicitor? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: And Mr. Edgeworth? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: And you have all had an opportunity to 

review these documents; correct? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir. 

MR. VOIGT: Yes, sir. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Yes, Your Honor. 
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THE COURT: Great. Mr. Bailiff, take that back to 

them. Do let them know that I want those or you could just 

make sure I want those back. So, when we would conclude, or 

if they reach a verdict, those jury charges need to come 

back to me. Okay, sir? 

ease. 

THE BAILIFF: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Thank you. All right. We'll be at 

(WHEREUPON, a break held during jury 

deliberations, from 5:56 p.m. until 7:15 p.m.) 

THE BAILIFF: All rise. 

THE COURT: All right. It's 7:15. 

What are y'all's thoughts concerning -- do you 

want to send a note and ask if they want some dinner? You 

know, they're seeming to continue to work, on the one hand, 

I'd hate to disturb them, particularly if they're not asking 

for anything. 

I just want your thoughts on that, Solicitor? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. I think it 

would be appropriate to ask them if they want dinner. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Hazzard, what are your 

thoughts, sir? 

MR. HAZZARD: I would not be inclined to disturb 

them. 

THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 
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MR. VOIGT: I suspect we're going to hear from 

them shortly. So I think we just kind of staying in place 

for right now might be a good idea. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Yes, Your Honor, I concur. I 

think that when it comes to the time, they will ask, I 

prefer not to disturb them. 

THE COURT: All right. At this point, I would 

submit that I would only go back and interrupt them, for 

lack of a better words, and inquire about dinner if there 

was going to be a unanimous consent concerning that. And so 

with the fact that we don't have a unanimous consent, I 

would side on not bothering them, given the fact that they 

haven't asked. 

So, Solicitor, I appreciate you, and that's why I 

wanted to get everybody on the record and what their 

thoughts are. But what I'm going is, for right now, I'm 

going to let them go another -- I'll let them go until 8:00 

o'clock. And I think at 8:00 O'clock, I'll ask them if they 

want some dinner or what they want to do. And that will 

give them another 30, 40 minutes. 

And, at that point, I think they would have had 

the case probably close to five hours, and so we'll see what 

they want to do. All right? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Thank you, Judge. 

MR. HAZZARD: Thank you. 
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THE COURT: All right. We'll be at ease. 

(WHEREUPON, a break held during jury deliberations 

from 7:19 p.m. until 7:32 p.m.) 

THE BAILIFF: All rise. 

THE COURT: Mr. Bailiff? 

THE BAILIFF: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Do we have a verdict? 

THE BAILIFF: Yes, sir. The green light is on. 

THE COURT: All right. If they do have a verdict, 

if you would go ahead and bring that verdict to me please, 

sir. 

THE BAILIFF: Okay. 

THE COURT: Ms. Richardson, we had a green light 

just a moment ago and the Bailiff understands, or it's his 

belief, there was a verdict. I told him, if there is one, 

please go inside and bring me the verdict. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, can you meet with the 

attorneys before we read the verdict is read, please? 

THE COURT: Yes, ma'am. 

MR. HAZZARD: Do you want us to go in the hallway? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes. 

THE COURT: For the record. Mr. Voigt, you were 

outside, did you see the green light? 

MR. VOIGT: I did see the green light. And I 

realized that only half of the -- we were missing some 
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people. 

THE COURT: All right. Well, we do have a green 

light. I've instructed the Bailiff to go and inquire if 

there, in fact, was a verdict. He's instructed me that it's 

his understanding that there was. I asked him to bring me 

the verdict. I have the verdict here. And now I understand 

that Counsel wanted to speak in the hallway briefly. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: That's absolutely fine. 

(WHEREUPON, a brief pause in the proceedings.) 

THE BAILIFF: All rise. 

THE COURT: Thank you. You can be seated. 

Mr. Ford? 

MR. FORD: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Can I talk to you, sir. 

(WHEREUPON, a brief pause in the proceedings.) 

THE COURT: All right. I want everybody to 

know -- wait a second we got to get the State in here, I'm 

waiting on them, I'm sorry. All right. 

Solicitor, were you able to accomplish what was 

discussed in chambers? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. We've got everybody here. 

I want to tell everyone in this courtroom that if 

you cannot, or think that you cannot, control your emotions 
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to leave this courtroom now. Because I'm telling you that 

when the verdict is announced I will not tolerate outbursts 

of any kind and that includes my ability to immediately hold 

an individual in contempt of court. And in doing so, also, 

allows me to immediately jail someone for contempt of court. 

And I want to make sure everyone understands that. 

So if you cannot contain your emotions or do not 

think you can contain emotions I want you to leave now. 

All right. Anything further from the State before 

we bring the jury in? 

Rhue Sr.? 

MS. RICHARDSON: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Anything further from the Defendant 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir. 

THE COURT: Defendant Rhue Jr.? 

MR. VOIGT: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Anything on behalf of Defendant 

Ms. Rhue? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Let's get the jury, 

Mr. Bailiff. 

(WHEREUPON, the jury entered the courtroom at 7:45 

p.m.) 

THE COURT: Thank you, sir. All right. The 

Foreperson has returned my charges. 
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Ladies and gentlemen of the jury, thank you for 

your attention that I know you've given this over the past 

eight days. And now, particularly, over the past, 

approximately, five-plus hours. 

Mr. Foreman, I understand that the jury has 

reached a verdict; is that correct? 

MR. FOREMAN: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. I'm going to ask the Clerk 

to publish the verdict. I'm going to hand her, one at a 

time, if you could publish the verdict. 

In this case, right now, if we could have Mr. Rhue 

Sr. stand? 

Thank you. Madam Clerk. 

THE CLERK: The State of South Carolina versus 

Alexander Rhue Sr., Indictment Numbers 2017-GS-22-00875 and 

2017-GS-22-00878. 

We the Jury in the above captioned case on the 

charge of murder of Leon Harrison Jr., unanimously find 

Alexander Rhue Sr., not guilty. 

We the Jury in the above captioned case in the 

charge of obstruction of justice unanimously find Alexander 

Rhue Sr., guilty. 

THE COURT: All right. Thank you. 

You can be seated, Mr. Rhue Sr. 

All right. In regard to Alexander Rhue Jr., if 
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you could please stand? 

THE CLERK: The State of South Carolina versus 

Alexander Rhue Jr., Indictment Numbers 2017-GS-22-00870, 

2017-GS-22-00872. 

We the Jury in the above captioned case on the 

charge of murder of Leon Harrison Jr., unanimously find 

Alexander Rhue Jr., guilty. 

We the Jury in the above captioned case on the 

charge of obstruction of justice unanimously find Alex Rhue 

Jr., guilty. 

THE COURT: All right. Have a seat, sir. 

In regard to Tiesh Annette Rhue, if she would 

stand with her attorney. If you'll publish that, please. 

THE CLERK: The State of South Carolina versus 

Tiesh Annette Rhue, Indictment Numbers 2017-GS-22-00882 and 

2017-GS-22-00883. 

We the Jury in the above captioned case on the 

charge of murder of Leon Harrison Jr., unanimously find 

Tiesh Rhue, guilty. 

We the jury in the above captioned case on the 

charge of obstruction of justice, unanimously find Tiesh 

Rhue, guilty. 

THE COURT: All right. Is there anything from the 

State before I would release the jury in this matter? 

MS. RICHARDSON: No, Your Honor. 
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THE COURT: All right. Anything from Defendant 

Rhue Sr., Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: We will have some motions, but they 

do not concern the jury. I do wish to say that I wish to 

commend them for their very hard work in this case. 

THE COURT: All right. Anything that needs to be 

taken up before I would discharge the jury from the 

Defendant Rhue Jr., Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: Thank you, Your Honor. I would ask 

that we poll the jury regarding Alexander Rhue Jr. 

THE COURT: All right. Madam Clerk, if you would 

please poll the jury in regard to Mr. Rhue Jr. 

THE CLERK: Ladies and gentlemen of the jury, when 

I call your jury number please stand and answer the question 

that I'm about to pose to you. 

Juror Number 69, was this your verdict and is this 

still your verdict? 

JUROR: Yes, ma'am. 

THE CLERK: Juror Number 22, was this your verdict 

and is this still your verdict? 

JUROR: Yes. 

THE CLERK: Thank you. 

Juror Number 106 was this your verdict and is this 

still your verdict? 

JUROR: Yes, ma'am. 
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1 THE CLERK: Thank you. 

2 Juror Number 100, was this your verdict and is 

3 this still your verdict? 

4 JUROR: Yes, ma'am. 

5 THE CLERK: Thank you, please be seated. 

6 Juror Number 18 0, was this your verdict and is 

7 this still your verdict? 

8 JUROR: Yes. 

9 THE CLERK: Thank you, please be seated. 

10 Juror Number 57, was this your verdict and is this 

11 still your verdict? 

12 JUROR: Yes, ma'am. 

13 THE CLERK: Thank you, please be seated. 

14 Juror Number 151, was this your verdict and is it 

15 still your verdict? 

16 JUROR: Yes, ma'am. 

17 THE CLERK: Thank you, please be seated. 

18 Juror Number 249, was this your verdict and is it 

19 still your verdict? 

20 JUROR: Yes. 

21 THE CLERK: Thank you, please be seated. 

22 Juror Number 182, was this your.verdict and is it 

23 still your verdict? 

24 JUROR: Yes, ma'am. 

25 THE CLERK: Thank you, please be seated. 
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Juror Number 102, was this your verdict and is 

still your verdict? 

JUROR: Yes, ma'am. 

THE CLERK: Thank you, please be seated. 

Juror Number 110, was this your verdict and is 

still your verdict? 

JUROR: Yes. 

THE CLERK: Thank you, please be seated. 

Juror Number 108, was this your verdict and is 

still your verdict? 

JUROR: Yes, ma'am. 

THE CLERK: Thank you, please be seated. 

THE COURT: Thank you, Madam Clerk. 

Mr. Voigt, anything else from -- on behalf of 

client, Mr. Rhue Jr., sir, before I would discharge the 

jury? 

MR. VOIGT: No, Your Honor. 

it 

it 

it 

your 

THE COURT: Mr. Edgeworth, do you have anything or 

any motions or any requests from this Court before I would 

release the jury on behalf of your client, Ms. Rhue? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Yes, Your Honor. On behalf of 

Ms. Rhue, we would like for the jury to be polled. 

THE COURT: Madam Clerk, would you please poll the 

jury regarding Ms. Rhue? 

THE CLERK: Yes, sir. 
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1 THE COURT: Thank you. 

2 THE CLERK: When I call your number will you 

3 please stand and answer this question? 

4 Juror Number 69, was this your verdict and is this 

5 still your verdict? 

6 JUROR: Yes, ma'am. 

7 THE CLERK: Thank you. 

8 Juror Number 22, was this your verdict and is this 

9 still your verdict? 

10 JUROR: Yes, ma'am. 

11 THE CLERK: Thank you. 

12 Juror Number 10 6, was this your verdict and is 

13 this still your verdict? 

14 JUROR: Yes. 

15 THE CLERK: Thank you. 

16 Juror Number 100, was this your verdict and is 

17 this still your verdict? 

18 JUROR: Yes, ma'am. 

19 THE CLERK: Thank you. 

20 Juror Number 180, was this your verdict and is 

21 this still your verdict? 

22 JUROR: Yes. 

23 THE CLERK: Thank you. 

24 Juror Number 57, was this your verdict and is this 

25 still your verdict? 
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Juror Number 151, was this your verdict and is 

this still your verdict? 

JUROR: Yes. 

THE CLERK: Juror Number 249, was this your 

verdict and is this still your verdict? 

JUROR: Yes. 

THE CLERK: Thank you. 

Juror Number 182, was this your verdict and is 

this still your verdict? 

JUROR: Yes, ma'am. 

THE CLERK: Thank you. 

Juror Number 102, was this your verdict and is 

this still your verdict? 

JUROR: Yes, ma'am. 

THE CLERK: Thank you. 

Juror Number 110, was this your verdict and is 

this still your verdict? 

JUROR: Yes. 

THE CLERK: Juror Number 108, was this your 

verdict and is this still your verdict? 

JUROR: Yes, ma'am. 

THE CLERK: Thank you. 

THE COURT: Thank you, Madam Clerk. 
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Mr. Edgeworth, anything else on behalf of your 

client, Ms. Rhue, before I would release the jury, sir? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Nothing at this time, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. 

Ladies and gentlemen, thank you again for your 

work over the past week and a half. We appreciate it. I 

know it was a sacrifice to be here, to put your lives on 

hold, to listen and to the attention that you gave to this 

case. I just can't thank you enough for what you've done, 

not just for the Court, but for Georgetown County, in terms 

of being here and honoring the subpoena that you were served 

with, I thank you. 

I want to let you know that I'm going to have 

escorts available to make sure you get downstairs and to 

your vehicle. But I also want to let you know that I 

anticipate that there will be some motions made in the next 

few minutes. And then, after those motions, depending on 

the outcome of those motions, we would then move forward 

with sentencing. 

If you want to leave, you're free to leave. If 

you want to stay, you certainly can stay. But as far as 

your duty and your obligation and what you've done, you have 

completed that service and I appreciate it. 

So those of you who want to leave, we've got 

somebody who will be able to assist them, getting down, or 
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we've got some people outside. I need somebody to walk them 

down and then I need some people outside, now, to be making 

sure that these folks get to their car, can we make that 

happen, sir? 

OFFICER: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. So those of you who want 

to leave, feel free to leave. If you want to stay, you 

certainly can stay. But thank you so much and I would 

discharge you at this time. 

Thank you, again, ladies and gentlemen. 

(WHEREUPON, the jury exited the courtroom at 7:56 

p.m.) 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Hazzard, are you ready 

to move forward with post-trial motions, sir? 

MR. HAZZARD: I am, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: I'm happy to hear from you, sir. 

MR. HAZZARD: Thank you, Your Honor. 

On behalf of Alexander Rhue Sr., the Defense again 

renews all motions and objections made during the course of 

the trial. And at this time the Defense makes a motion for 

a new trial on the charge of obstruction of justice. 

The position of the Defense is that there is not 

sufficient evidence in the record for the jury to return a 

verdict of guilty on that particular charge. 

With regard to the motions that were made 
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previously, to recap, many of the motions have to do with 

the search of the residence, the three search warrants. The 

Court's ultimate determination that the third search warrant 

cured the issues with the first and the second. We would 

submit that that ruling violates Mr. Rhue's rights under the 

4th and 14th Amendments to the United States Constitution as 

well as Article I Section 3, of the South Carolina 

Constitution, and in so doing, thus violates his due process 

rights to a fair trial under the 5th and 14th Amendments 

United States Constitution and Article I, Section 10 of the 

South Carolina Constitution. 

Those would be the motions on behalf of Defendant 

Alexander Rhue Sr. at this time. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Hazzard, thank you. I 

will respectfully deny your motions, sir. All right. 

Mr. Voigt, do you have any motions that you would 

make at this time on behalf of Mr. Rhue Jr., sir? 

MR. VOIGT: I do, Your Honor. 

At this time I'm going to renew all of my previous 

motions and objections in this matter. As well as make a 

motion for a new trial regarding both of the guilty verdicts 

that the jury has returned. 

Regarding my previous motions it was my original 

motion to suppress. I believe, and still believe, that the 

initial search warrant was invalid. The subsequent search 
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warrants were, likewise, invalid. And, but for those search 

warrants, there would have been a different result -- but 

for the returns of those search warrants, which I believe 

violated my client's Constitutional Rights, specifically the 

4th Amendment and those listed by Mr. Hazzard, that there 

would have been no evidence, whatsoever, upon which to base 

a prosecution, let alone, base a guilty verdict. 

I have sat, as the Court has, through more than a 

week of this trial. I believe that there's not sufficient 

evidence in the record to support a guilty verdict of murder 

and I would make a motion for a new trial in that respect, 

as well as for obstruction of justice. 

As a matter of fact, I believe of all of the three 

people that were put on trial for that particular charge, my 

client, there is the least inference that he obstructed 

anything at any time, at any investigation. He came in 

willingly. He gave his statement willingly. He gave 

evidence against himself by buccal swab willingly. And when 

an arrest warrant was issued for his arrest he walked into 

the station and turned himself in. He did nothing to delay, 

impede, or obstruct justice in any way. And I don't believe 

the jury has heard any evidence of that. 

THE COURT: All right, sir. Thank you. 

I respectfully deny your motion. 

MR. VOIGT: Thank you, Your Honor. Please note my 
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exception. 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. Mr. Edgeworth? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Thank you, Your Honor. May it 

please the Court? 

First and foremost, Defendant Tiesh Rhue renews 

all previous motions and objections made heretofore on this 

particular case. 

In addition, likewise, Ms. Rhue moves for a new 

trial. We contend that there was not sufficient evidence in 

the record for either of these charges. And further submit 

that, as previously stated, the search warrants were 

improper, invalid, and not cured by the third search 

warrant. And, thus, violating my client's Constitutional 

Rights as previously stated. Thank you. 

THE COURT: All right, sir. Thank you. 

I will respectfully deny your motion. 

Any further motions from the Defense before we 

move forward with sentencing? 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Voigt? 

MR. VOIGT: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Edgeworth? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Solicitor? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. 
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There are two family members of the victim that 

wish to address the Court. 

THE COURT: Yes, ma'am. Solicitor, is somebody 

working on the sentencing sheet? 

MS. RICHARDSON: I have them, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Thank you. 

Go ahead, I'm sorry. 

MS. GREEN: Hi, Your Honor. My name is Brittani 

Green, the mother of Leon Harrison's children. First I'd 

like to take this time to thank the jury, the Solicitors and 

you, Your Honor, for your time and energy involved in this 

case. 

For 10-plus years I had the privilege and the 

honor of being Leon's girlfriend and the mother of his two 

children names Jaques (ph) and Jaquara (ph) Harrison. 

I find it extremely impossible to say that any 

part of our lives haven't changed because of JR's his death. 

Every plan I ever made involving our children, JR would be 

included. But because of the actions of the Defendant's 

deciding his expiration date of life, I can no longer 

include him. I am now left as a single mother left to raise 

our children alone, but all JR wanted to do was to see them 

grow up. He often talked about that a lot. 

He will no longer be able to run along the 

sidelines at our son's football games, meeting him to 
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celebrate his touch downs. He will no longer be able to 

attend another father and daughter dance with his favorite 

girl in the world. He will no longer be able to call them, 

check in on them, ask them about their day, while telling 

them how much he loves them. He will no longer be able to 

give his biggest hugs and his sweetest kisses to them. 

The Defendants scraped my children from all of 

that and much more. Since JR's death, we have been on an 

emotional roller coaster, angry, hurt, in pain, mentally, 

physically, and emotionally drained. Our children will 

often break down to the point that would have to stay home 

from work and keep them out of school, now, to the point 

that we have to seek grief counseling. 

JR was so lovely and kind and caring. He was a 

wonderful person and father when he with his heart. He left 

a hole in many of our hearts. It feels like this is a 

forever pain. Today and for the rest of our lives we'll be 

mourning the loss of JR. I hope that JR's death doesn't go 

in vain. It's this sentence when the Defendants have the 

intentions to effect the thinking and actions of others. 

This sentence will not bring JR back but in the hopes that 

it will keep the Defendants from committing heinous crimes 

again. Thank you, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Thank you. 

MS. JOHNSON: Your Honor, my name is Sandra 

1790



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1840 

Johnson. I am the biological aunt of Leon Harrison. I miss 

JR. I hope he doesn't mind me calling him JR, because 

that's what was his nickname I always called him. He was 

raised as my own child. I referred to JR as my son, because 

that's who he was to me. JR and his brother, Shaheem Scott, 

came to live with me and my five kids after the death of his 

mother, Bonnie Scott. Him and Shaheem, both lived with me 

until they became of age to live on their own. I am 

currently dealing with murder of JR now currently a tragedy 

drowning of my own biological son just a year ago. 

I am in distraught. I cannot bring myself to step 

into the courtroom until now. My son Micky drown in a 

way that -- the same river that JR was dumped in. There 

was no word imaginable to describe how I feel. Generation 

after generation a male close to me has been murdered or 

died tragically in water have been involved one way or 

another. 

My own father was murdered and left with his body 

stuffed face down in an outside toilet. My son JR was 

murdered and dumped in the same river as my son Micky was 

found in. I'm sorry. 

They both same ending, both drowned. So you see 

my family has really been going through it. JR was missing 

and we ultimately found murdered and disposed of his -­

after celebrate his brother birthday and family friends. JR 
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was missing for a while without anyone noticing at first, 

because we don't talk to every member of our family every 

day. Especially when they have their own busy life, they 

work and their family. 

We made the mistake of assuming someone had talked 

to him, so while I'm assuming his dad talked to him, his dad 

was assuming his brother talked to him, so far. We tend to 

say, No news is good news, but JR's murder proved otherwise 

for our family. People say that they love him and that he 

was a good guy deciding his death warrant or play 

executioners. One of these people shared intimate moments 

with him. 

His hope and dream his goal and aspirations still 

play a role in determining his life. The harm done to our 

family by JR's murder is so hard and can never be erased. 

The murder of JR rocked us to the core. 

To this day we are in therapy, some of us is in 

grief counseling, some of us have turned to alcohol, some of 

us are so numb that we don't even know are we coming or 

going. 

So we're to deal with this malicious murder of a 

loved one is nothing anyone can say to make our family feel 

better. We knew who JR was. We knew he was a lover and not 

a fighter. Yes, he was. We knew how much he loved his 

family. We knew that when it was time for his family to get 
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together, JR was always going to come walking up the street, 

and I always asked him for $10, and he would say no Auntie 

or give me the $10, that was our things that we had 

together. 

I miss my nephew. It was hard on me, because I 

lost my son a year ago, his birthday was Monday. So it's 

really hard for me to stand up here and describe how I feel 

about JR. JR was not my nephew, he was my son. And two 

deaths, I lost my father, I lost my JR, and I lost my son. 

Our family went through a whole lot. And to come 

to this day, I thank God that we have justice. I thank God 

for my brother, because he's going through a lot, we're 

going through a lot, but we are strong. We are one. And I 

thank you. 

THE COURT: Thank you. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, I will pass up the 

sentencing sheets. 

THE COURT: Thank you, Solicitor. 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, you heard all of the 

facts and evidence in this case. The State, with 

sentencing, obviously, with your discretion. What I would 

add for the record is that Ms. Tiesh Rhue has no prior 

criminal record. 

Mr. Alexander Rhue Sr., his NCIC indicates a 

misdemeanor; obstruction of justice in 2006; a drug 
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paraphernalia charge in 2007; a simple assault in '97; a 

possession of controlled substance, that was a time-served 

sentence in 2004; as well as a heroin charge that he had a 

violation of probation for in 2006. We show criminal record 

for him since 2006. 

As for Mr. Alexander Rhue Jr., I'm showing 2003, 

unlawful carry and a hindering and some minor traffic 

charges. In 2003 a strong armed robbery and burglary second 

degree conviction. Those were in Horry County, he received 

an active YOA sentence for those. He had a grand larceny in 

2009, and probation violation in the State of Virginia. And 

then a parole revocation for strong armed robbery and 

burglary in 2014. 

THE COURT: Anything else you want to tell me, 

Solicitor? 

MS. RICHARDSON: I'm sorry, Your Honor? 

THE COURT: Anything else you want to tell me, 

Solicitor? 

MS. RICHARDSON: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Hazzard, I'm happy to 

hear from you, sir, if you want to address the Court in 

mitigation to your client, Mr. Rhue Sr., sir. 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir, Your Honor. 

Mr. Rhue Sr. is 61-years old. He is a although 

referred to as a handyman during the trial -- he is a master 
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flooring technician and has been for many years. He was 

currently working in Jacksonville, Florida on a private job. 

He is so good at what he does that people pay him to come 

around the southeast, pay for his room and board, pay him 

premium wages to install hardwood, tile, but more usually, 

marble and granite. That's the level at which this man 

works when he chooses. Because obviously, as the Court has 

seen, he spends as much time as possible with his 

grandchildren. 

But the respect he has for the Court is that he 

worked through Sunday, October 10th, got in a car and drove 

straight through and came here to court, because it was 

requested that he be here. 

Throughout the four-and-a-half or more years that 

I've represented him, that is the man he has been. He has 

appeared any time that it's been required that he appear. 

He has been very humble in his demeanor. And there's 

nothing more that I can add, because I know the Court has 

taken note of his demeanor and how he has carried himself 

over the course of this trial. 

I would point out that he was initially arrested 

on March 31st of 2017 for obstructing justice. And 

according to the court records, he made bond on that charge 

on April 3rd of 2017. The same time he was arrested and 

charged with accessory after the fact to A, B, or C, felony 
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May 10th of 2017, charged with murder, charged with 

desecration of human remains and charged with conspiracy 

related to the charge of murder. He spent 18 months of 

incarceration prior to making bond on November 5th of 2018. 

While he was incarcerated on those charges, he 

then was arrested and charged on August 30th of 2017 while 

in the Detention Center and charged with conspiracy to 

obstruct justice. Those are the nature of his charges. 

So when the Court crafts its sentence, we would 

hope that the Court would take into consideration that 

whatever violation of the law that this man is engaged in 

and of everything that he was charged with, I think I've 

made it clear that, again, the amorphous and malleable 

nature of the obstruction of justice charge. 

When he was initially charged with obstruction of 

justice, he was told he was being arrested because he failed 

to tell the police where his son was. That is not something 

that was ever presented to the jury in this courtroom. So 

it seems to have shifted and changed to meet the whims and 

needs and it is a very malleable statute. 

But, based on what we saw in his interviews with 

the police, it almost seems as if they were upset with him 
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because he didn't aid them in their investigation. Not that 

he did anything to impede, hinder, their investigation. 

So we would ask the Court to take into 

consideration the 549 days that he's already spent detained 

behind this matter and ask the Court to craft a sentence of 

time served, and if the Court does not find that 

appropriate, a probationary sentence, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Solicitor, 549 days, does that sound 

right in terms of his time? I don't doubt Mr. Hazzard. 

MS. RICHARDSON: I don't doubt Mr. Hazzard. 

THE COURT: I mean, I need to know that and I just 

wanted to, while he brought that up, I wanted to see if you 

could confirm that. 

Anything else, Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: Your Honor, to shed hopefully some 

light on that and possibly Ms. Wilson can confirm it, 

because I pulled this information from the Clerk of Court's 

website. Again, four days, March 31st of 2017 to April 3rd, 

so it goes by -- and actually he probably gets a couple more 

days than that, because folks normally arrested one day and 

then they appear in front of the Magistrate the next day and 

that next day is what normally goes down as the arrest day. 

But, be that as it may, four days, March 31st, 

2017 to April 3rd, 2017. On indictments 2017-GS-22-875, 

obstructing justice. And warrant 2017A2220200138, accessory 
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after A, B, and C or murder. Because as the Court will 

recall, the accessory charge was nolle prossed at the start 

of the trial, because it had never been indicted. 

Then May 10th to November -- May 10th of 2017 to 

November 5th of 2018, basically 18 months, or what the Court 

would know as the 545-day rule for our dockets. So that's 

where the 549 seems to come from. 

THE COURT: All right. Solicitor, 549? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Your Honor, that sounds correct. 

And the State is of the opinion that he should receive 

credit for all time served on any of the charges related to 

this matter. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Hazzard, anything 

else, sir? 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir, Your Honor. We thank the 

Court for attention in this matter. 

THE COURT: All right. Thank you. 

Yes, sir. Mr. Voigt, anything you'd like to 

address the Court by way of mitigation, sir? 

MR. VOIGT: Thank you very much, Your Honor. May 

it please the Court? 

Alexander Rhue Jr. as you've heard, as a young man 

nearly two decades ago, was involved in a strong armed 

robbery and a burglary as well as an unlawful carry in a 

very short period of time for which he received a YOA. 
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Almost 13 years later, 12 years later, he had that 

YOA revoked, and as a 27-year old was returned to the 

penitentiary based on a 2009 conviction in Virginia. He had 

moved out of the state. And he moved to get away to from 

certain influences. 

And when he first came to my office, he was not 

yet a father, he had just talked to the police. And he told 

me this story about what the police were telling him he had 

done. And he has been that exact same person since he first 

walked into my office. He has told me what -- he's been up 

front and told me what he did, what he did not do. How 

excited he was to be a father for the first time, and that 

child is now over four-years old. 

He has had difficulty finding and keeping 

employment in this area, because as soon as they do a simple 

Google search or run a background check, this murder charge 

was always costing him jobs. 

And he stayed in jail longer than the other 

Defendants in this matter and has. And as Mr. Hazzard 

described, he, as well as his father, were arrested on 

multiple dates. However, unlike Mr. Rhue Sr., Mr. Rhue Jr. 

stayed in jail the entire time and has served over 27 months 

in this matter before he was released on bond. 

He has always appeared. He has taken this case 

very seriously. I have always received phone calls and 
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messages from Mr. Rhue when months have passed, especially 

during Covid when the courts seemed to be shut down. He was 

always very aware of what his obligations were to the Court 

and to the State. And he even appeared at the motion 

hearing which was held virtually because he was so invested 

in the legal issues and what he was being accused of. 

He has recently been working with his father and 

learning that trade. And he has been trying to make a life 

of it here in Georgetown which, as you might imagine, has 

been very difficult for him. 

I don't have anything further, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: What about time served, do you have a 

calculation of days for me? 

MR. VOIGT: I don't have a calculation of days, 

Your Honor, because -- I do not have a calculation of days. 

THE COURT: Solicitor, can you work on that? 

MS. RICHARDSON: I'm calculating it. 

THE COURT: What I want to do is, I want to hear 

from Mr. Edgeworth, and then I'm going to take a moment, and 

then we'll be at ease for a moment. Perhaps that will give 

the Solicitor and the Clerk an opportunity to consult with 

you as it relates to time served. Because I do, in fact, 

want to make certain he gets credit for all time served, 

sir. 

MR. VOIGT: Thank you, Judge. 
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THE COURT: Anything else you want to tell me, 

MR. VOIGT: Not at this time, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Okay. Mr. Edgeworth? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Thank you, Your Honor. May it 

please the Court. 

As the Court well knows, and has heard through 

some of the testimony, ms. Rhue is the mother of five 

children. Only one of which is an adult child. The Court 

has heard how hard she has worked to maintain that 

household. And as had done so continuously until these 

events. And since that time it was so difficult for her to 

gain employment in the area, due to publicity and community 

involvement, that she essentially had to resort to becoming 

her own small business owner/entrepreneur, where I believe a 

type of business of making scented and fragranced candles 

and things like that, so that she can sell them and still 

provide for her family. Those are the hardships that this 

entire process has created. 

She has, by my calculations, she's served 90 days 

in the Detention Center, and at which point she was released 

on GPS monitoring and remained so for a period of almost 

922 days. 

Obviously, this being a hardship for her family, 

the Court had heard that her father and her brother lived in 
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the household and helped while she was working and I think 

that should be taken into consideration that although she 

may have some family that remains on the outside, we ask the 

Court to consider all of that in making its sentence. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Is there anything that your client 

wants -- does your client want to address the Court, sir? 

MR. HAZZARD: Court's indulgence, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Hazzard, I understand there's 

potential appeals and other issues. I don't want to force 

him in any way, but if he wants to address the Court, I want 

to give everybody that opportunity. 

You understand that, sir? 

MR. HAZZARD: He will stand mute before the Court, 

but ask the Court to look favorably on him that and give him 

mercy in this matter, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: That's fine, Mr. Hazzard. I just want 

to give everybody the opportunity, but I do understand that 

there are other issues. And I don't want anybody to think 

that I'm pressuring anyone to speak. I just want to give 

that opportunity. 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, Your Honor. 
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THE COURT: I appreciate that, sir. 

Mr. Voigt, does your client wish to address the 

Court, of course, understanding there are potential issues 

concerning appeal, but I want to give any Defendant an 

opportunity to address the Court if they want to. 

MR. VOIGT: We have -- my client and I have 

discussed this, Your Honor, and at this time he declines to 

address the Court. 

THE COURT: I understand, yes, sir. 

And, likewise, Mr. Edgeworth, is there anything 

that your client would like to say? And, again, I'm not 

trying to force anybody to say anything, but just as part of 

what I do is, I'm going to allow a Defendant, if they want 

to address the Court, they can. Whatever she wants to do is 

fine with me, sir. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Your Honor, in speaking with my 

client, at this time she does not wish to address the Court. 

THE COURT: I certainly understand that, sir, 

that's not a problem at all. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Thank you. 

THE COURT: All right. We're going at be ease for 

a moment. I'm going to step in the back. I need to think 

about a few things. In the meantime, I'd appreciate the 

Solicitor trying to calculate the time as it relates to 

Mr. Rhue Jr. 
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(WHEREUPON, a pause in the proceedings from 8:28 

p.m. until 8:40 p.m.) 

THE BAILIFF: All rise. 

THE COURT: Thank you, you can be seated. 

Mr. Ford, can you come see me please, sir? 

MR. FORD: Yes, sir. 

(WHEREUPON, a brief pause held.) 

THE COURT: All. Right. Anything we need to take 

up before we proceed, Solicitor? 

MS. RICHARDSON: No, Your Honor. I have those 

calculations. 

THE COURT: What were those calculations? 

MS. RICHARDSON: For Ms. Tiesh Rhue, we're showing 

103 days in jail and 911 days on house arrest with GPS 

monitoring. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

MS. RICHARDSON: 

How many days in jail? 

103 is what I'm showing. 

THE COURT: Does that sound right, Mr. Edgeworth? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Yes, ma'am. 

MS. RICHARDSON: On Mr. Alexander Rhue Jr., 

691 days in jail and 522 days on house arrest with 

monitoring. 
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MS. RICHARDSON: Mr. Alexander Rhue Sr. 

THE COURT: Uh-huh. 

MS. RICHARDSON: 549 days in jail; is that 

correct, Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, ma'am. 

THE COURT: All right. 

1854 

MS. RICHARDSON: And 609 days of house arrest with 

monitoring. 

THE COURT: All right. 

To the family of Mr. Harrison -- and in 

particular, there's Mr. Harrison, Sr. right there -- very 

sorry for your loss, sir. I'm very sorry that you had to 

take the stand today or earlier this week. I know that 

was hard on you, sir. 

MR. HARRISON: Thank you. 

THE COURT: And I know that you sometimes have 

trouble with names and dates. If I'd been through what 

you've been through, sir, I think I'd have trouble with 

names and dates too. I want you to know that. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I'm going to tell you right 

now, when I pronounce sentence, as I told you earlier, I 

don't want any outbursts. If there are outbursts, I 

certainly will strongly consider, again, using my contempt 

powers which involves my ability to have one of these 
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gentlemen take you into custody immediately and hold you in 

contempt of court. 

So, again, if there's anybody who does not believe 

that they can keep their emotions in check, I strongly 

recommend that you leave now. 

All right, Mr. Rhue, Sr. All right. 

Mr. Rhue, in Case Number 2017-GS-22-00875, 

obstruction of justice, sir, I'm going to commit you to the 

State Department of Corrections for a period of eight years 

provided that upon the service of 549 days, to wit your time 

served, sir, I'm going to suspend that with three years 

probation. 

So I'm going to give you credit for the 500 -- I'm 

going to sentence you to eight years, I'm giving you credit 

for your time served of 549 days, I'm giving you three years 

probation. All right? 

THE DEFENDANT: Thank you, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Any questions concerning that? 

MR. HAZZARD: There are no questions, Your Honor. 

However, since you have given him a probationary 

sentence, there is not, to my knowledge, a Probation Agent 

available. I would ask the Court to make an order that he 

report back here on Monday, November 7th, that is our next 
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term of court. He can then check in with a Probation Agent 

and they can take it from there. 

THE COURT: All right. I will grant that request, 

at the conclusion of the hearing this evening, he is to be 

released. He is to return back on -- did you tell me 

November 7th, Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir. I believe that's right. 

THE COURT: November 7th? 

THE CLERK: It's the eighth. 

MR. HAZZARD: The eighth, okay. 

THE COURT: November 8th. He is to return 

November 8th where he will report to a Probation Agent. If 

he fails to do that, a bench warrant is to be issued for his 

immediate arrest. Any further questions, Mr. Hazzard? 

MR. HAZZARD: No, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. Under the Other Section, I 

have put: To report to Probation Agent on November 8, 2021, 

failure to report will result in a bench warrant. 

MR. HAZZARD: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. 

Mr. Alexander Rhue Jr., sir. All right. 

Mr. Rhue Jr., on Indictment Number 2017-GS 

22-00870, sir, for obstruction of justice, the sentence of 

this Court is that you are committed to the State Department 

of Corrections for a period of eight years. That is to run 
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concurrent with 2017-GS-22-00872, and I am going to provide 

you with credit for time served, 691 days. I'm not 

providing credit for house arrest or GPS monitoring. 

All right, sir. For 2017-GS-22-00872, for murder, 

sir, you are committed to the State Department of 

Corrections for a term of 37 years. That sentence will run 

concurrent with 2017-GS-22-00870, and I'm giving you credit 

for 691 days; is that correct, Solicitor? 

MS. RICHARDSON: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: 691 days, I'm giving your credit for 

that. I'm not giving you credit for any type of house 

arrest or monitoring. 

Mr. Voigt, do you have any questions concerning 

the sentence of the Court, sir? 

MR. VOIGT: I do not, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Ms. Tiesh Rhue. 

All right. Ms. Rhue, 2017-GS-22-00883, 

obstruction of justice, I'm sentencing you to the 

South Carolina Department of Corrections for a period of 

eight years. That is to run concurrent with 

2017-GS-22-00882, and I'm going to give you credit, ma'am, 

for the 103 days of time that you've served. 

All right. 2017-GS-22-00882, murder, ma'am, I'm 

committing you to the South Carolina Department of 

Corrections for a term of 37 years, that is to run 
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concurrent with 2017-GS-22-00883. And I'm giving you credit 

for 103 days time served. 

Mr. Edgeworth, do you have any questions 

concerning my sentence, sir? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Solicitor, is there 

anything further that we need to take up at this time before 

we conclude this matter? 

MS. RICHARDSON: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Hazzard, anything that we need to 

take up before we conclude this matter? 

MR. HAZZARD: Not on behalf of Alexander Rhue Sr., 

Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Anything further, sir, on behalf of 

Alex Rhue Jr.? 

MR. VOIGT: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: And, Mr. Edgeworth, anything further 

on behalf of Ms. Tiesh Rhue? 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Only, Your Honor, my client's 

request would be able to say goodbye to her family members 

that are in the gallery, of course, remaining on this side 

before she is taken behind the wall there. 

THE COURT: That meets with my approval, as long 

as it meets with security's approval. 

hands, sir. 

I leave that in their 
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MR. EDGEWORTH: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. 

1859 

MR. VOIGT: And I will join in that request, Your 

Honor. 

THE COURT: Again, I don't have a problem with 

that, but I'll leave that in the discretion of the Officers 

who are providing court security. 

MR. EDGEWORTH: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. 

And this gentleman can be released from custody 

with the understanding that he will report back -- and you 

can release him -- again, as it relates to security, you can 

release him whenever you deem fit this evening. So if 

that's not right this second, y'all all do whatever you need 

to do. 

All right. Thank you. We're adjourned. 

(WHEREUPON, the proceedings ended at 8:58 p.m.) 

END OF REQUESTED TRANSCRIPT 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) 
) 

COUNTY OF GEORGETOWN ) 
) 
) 
) 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, ) 
) 

V. ) 

) 
ALEXANDER RHUE, JR., ) 

) 
Defendant. ) 

IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS 
FOR THE FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
WARRANT NOS.: 2017A2220200201; 
2017A2220202;2017A2220200203 
2017A2220200146 

MOTION TO SUPPRESS AND 
INCORPORATED MEMORANDUM OF LAW 

COMES NOW the Defendant, ALEXANDER RHUE, JR., by and through his undersigned 

counsel of record, Gregory K. Voigt, and files the "Motion to Suppress and Incorporated Memorandum 

of Law", and herewith shows the Court as follows: 

A. The Initial Search Warrant: 

On March I 0, 2017 Investigator Ian Anderson of the Georgetown Police Department applied 

for a search warrant for  Highmarket Street in the City of Georgetown (see attached as Exhibit 

One). The Georgetown Police Department was seeking "bank records, legal documents, identifications, 

passports, debit/credit cards, phone records, vehicle information, insurance paper work [sic], travel 

documents, or anything that can aid investigators in ascertaining the whereabouts of Leon Harrison, 

Jr." The warrant application states that these documents are subject to seizure pursuant to S.C. Code 

Ann.§ 17-13-140. 

The stated probable cause given by the Georgetown Police Department is, in full: 

"On 2/25/17 subject Leon Harrison Jr. was last seen at the address on his SC DMV I 015 

Highmarket St. in the City of Georgetown by his wife. He has not been seen since. Johnson maintains 

a domicile at this residence an he is known to stay there from time to time and keeps work clothing 

1811



there. Due to the above stated facts there is probable cause to believe that the requested documentary 

evidence may be in the home and a search warrant is being requested. These documents will help to 

track Harrison's movements and will aide in locating him and reuniting him with his family." 

On March 10, 2017,  Highmarket Street was the residence of defendants, Alexander Rhue, 

Jr., Alexander Rhue, Sr., and Tiesh Rhue. The warrant was executed at 6:09 p.m. on March 10, 2017. 

B. The Law of Search Warrants 

The Fourth Amendment to the United States Constitution demands that "[t]he right of the 

people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects, against unreasonable searches and 

seizures, shall not be violated .... " U.S. Const. amend. IV. South Carolina's constitution also 

recognizes the rig..ht of the people to be free from unreasonable searches and seizures and further 

adds that citizens are to be free from unreasonable invasions of privacy. See S.C. Const. art. I,§ 10. 

A search warrant may issue only upon a finding of probable cause. State v. Bellamy. 336 S.C. 140, 

143, 519 S.E.2d 347, 348 (1999). The duty of the reviewing court is to ensure the issuing magistrate 

had a substantial basis upon which to conclude that probable cause existed. State v. Adams, 291 S.C. 

132,352 S.E.2d483 (1987). In Illinois v. Gates, 462 U.S. 213,238,103 S.Ct. 2317, 2332, 76 

L.Ed.2d 527 (1983), the United States Supreme Court adopted a "totality-of-the-circumstances" test 

for probable cause determinations: 

The task of the issuing magistrate is simply to make a practical, common-sense decision 
whether, given all the circumstances set forth in the affidavit before him, including the 
"veracity" and "basis of knowledge" of persons supplying hearsay information, there is a fair 
probability that contraband or evidence of a crime will be found in a particular place. 

A judicial officer asked to issue a search warrant must make a practical, common sense decision 

whel'ier, under the totality of the circumstances set forth in the affidavit, there is a fair probability 

that evidence of a crime will be found in the particuiar place to be searched. State v. Thompson, 

419 S.C. 250, 797 S.E.2d 716 (2017) (emphasis in the original). In South Carolina, search warrants 

Page 2 o/6 
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may be issued "only upon affidavit sworn to before the magistrate ... establishing the grounds for 

the warrant." S.C. Code Ann.§ 17-13-140 (2003); see also State v. McKnight, 291 S,C. 110,352 

S.E.2d 471 (1987). S.C. Code Ann. § 17-13-140 details what property may be subject to seizure by 

warrant: 

"l) stolen or embezzled property; (2) property, the possession of which is unlawful; (3) 
property which is being used or has been used in the commission of a criminal offense or is 
possessed with the intent to be used as the means for committing a criminal offense or is concealed 
to prevent a criminal offense from being discovered; ( 4) property constituting evidence of crime 
tending to show that a particular person committed a criminal offence; (5) any narcotic drug(s) ... " 

Fmiher, the requirement that a particular description of the property to be seized must be included is 

designed to prevent general warrants - those authorizing "a general, exploratory rummaging in a 

person's belongings." State v. Williams, 297 S.C. 404,377 S.E.2d (1989), citing Coolidge v. New 

Hampshire, 403 U.S. 443, 91 S.Ct. 2022, 29 L.Ed. (2d) 564 (1971). 

The affidavit must set forth particular facts and circumstances underlying the existence of 

probable cause to allow the magistrate to make an independent evaluation of the matter. Franks v. 

Delaware, 438 U.S. 154, 98 S.Ct. 2674, 57 L.Ed.2d 667 (1978). Ifno supplemental oral testimony 

is taken, an issuing judge's probable cause determination is limited to the four corners of the search 

warrant affida,it. State v. Kinloch, 410 S.C. 612,616, 767 S.E.2d 153, 155 (2014). Mere 

conclusory statements which give the magistrate no basis to make a judgment regarding probable 

cause are insufficient." Id. See also State v. Weston, 329 S.C. 287,494 S.E.2d 801 (1997). Further, 

A defendant has the right to challenge misstatements in a search warrant affidavit. See Franks v. 

Delaware, infra; State v. Sachs, 264 S.C. 541,216 S.E.2d 501 (1975). 

C. Analysis of the Search Warrant 

Page 3 o/6 

1813



l. Purpose of Warrant Application: We should start our analysis of the search warrant in 

the instant matter by looking to the stated purpose for obtaining said warrant. The Georgetown 

Police Depa.rtment tells the magistrate that it is looking for "anyt1iing that can aid investigators in 

ascertaining the whereabouts of Leon Harrison Jr." They do not indicate to the magistrate that there 

is any crime suspected. Their stated purpose is to find clues as to where Mr. Harrison may be. 

None of the items sought to be discovered are of a type sought to dete1mine if a crime has been 

committed. Such items can be sought to link an individual to an address where it is thought that a 

crime has been or is being committed, as in a narcotics offense, but that would merely link Mr. 

Hanison to an address where no crime is alleged to have been committed and where investigator 

already know Mr. Harrison keeps personal effects. 

2. Allegations to establish probable cause: These allegations merely purport to link Mr. 

Harrison to this address. Investigators allege that "Johnson" maintained a domicile there. No facts 

are supplied that indicate that a crime has been committed or that evidence of a hidden crime is 

likely to be at the search location. Investigators have given the magistrate a general warrant to 

rummage through  Highmarket Street. The magistrate is left to guess as to the reliability and 

accuracy of the information in the warrant. Further, the magistrate must invent a purported crime to 

allow such a search. Investigators have misused the warrant process. 

C. Subsequent Warrants: 

At approximately 7:41 p.m., on March 10, 2017, investigators applied for a second warrant 

at  Highmarket Street. (See attached as Exhibit 2). Later, on March 14, 2017 investigators 

applied for a final search warrant of  Highmarket Street. (See attached as Exhibit 3 ). 

Page4 o/6 
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The basis for the second warrant (and ultimately, the third warrant) was the discovery of 

stained carpet padding in the residence discovered by investigators while executing the initial search 

warrant. Investigators field tested the stained padding and it tested positive for the presence of 

blood. The third search warrant was sought after the discovery of Mr. Harrison's body in the Black 

River. 

In Arizona v. Hicks, 480 U.S. 321, 107 S.Ct. 1149, 94 L.Ed.2d 347 (1987), the United States 

Supreme Court found that an officer's movement of stereo equipment to view its serial number 

constituted a search under the Fourch Amendment. This new search required probable cause 

independent of what may have been found in a search warrant. In this case the second warrant 

clearly stated that the stained pad was only found "under a rug". The investigators had to remove 

the rug to see the carpet padding. Even if the officers were in the residence for a proper purpose 

rather than under a general warrant, it is unlikely that documents would have been kept under the 

rug. 

All items seized pursuant to the second and third search warrant would not have come to 

light but for the illegal actions of the police and must excluded as the "fruit of the poisonous tree." 

State v. Copeland, 321 S.C. 318, 468 S.E.2d 620 (1996). The illegal first warrant put the officers in 

a position to see and remove the rug thereby discovering evidence sought in the second warrant. 

The illegality of the first warrant taints the subsequent warrants. See generally State v. Johnson, 

302 S.C. 243,395 S.E.2d 167(1990). 

Page5 of6 
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3. Conclusion 

The initial warrant in this matter does not establish probable cause that evidence of a crime 

would be discovered at the subject location. This illegal general warrant allowed the investigators to 

search the home and move items thereby giving rise to the subsequent illegal searches. 

Wherefore, Defendant asserts that all evidence seized pursuant to the search warrants be 

suppressed and excluded from the trial on the merits in the instant case. 

, 2020. 

Respectfully submitted, 

. . ar . 
815 Sav=urn.uHwy., Suite 201B 
Charleston, South Carolina 29407 
0: (843) 571-4300 F: (843) 571-4363 
Email: greg@voigtlaw.xyz 

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT 
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Exhibit One 
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( 
STATE OF SOUTII CAROLu~A 

COUNTY OF GEORGETOWN 

f 

~ SEARCHWJUHGINA"~:r:o!f~e:~;;i ) vn1 liisectmn ]9-13-160 
) March 15. 197& 

TO ANY BONDED LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER OF THIS STA TE OR COUNTY OR OF THE 

MUNICIPALlTY OF GEORGETOWN 

It appearing from the attached affidavit that there are reasonable groUJJds to believe that certain property 

subject to seizure under provisions of Section 17-13-140, 1976 Code of Laws of South Carolina, as amended, is 

located on the following premises: 

DESCRIPTION OF PREMISES (PERSON OR TIIING) 

TO BE SEARCHED 

'-! .. l\tJ...__ \, w-0---
 Highmarlret St. Georgetown, SC 29440 It is a'~ color house with a white porch. It is 

situated on Ilighmarket St midway between King St. and Orange St.It has  on the front ofit above a 
black mail box 

Now, therefore, you are hereby authorized to search the subject premises for the property described below, and 

to seize such property if 

DISCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

Investigators are searching for bank records, legal documents, identifications, passports, debit/credit 
cards, phone records, vehicle information, insurance paper work, travel documents, or miytbing that can 
aid investigators in ascertaining the whereabouts of Leon Harrison J'r. 

This Search Warrant shall not be valid for more than ten days from the date of issuance. 

Georgetown.South Carolina 

Dated: 03/10/2017 

SCCA513 

(3-1978) 

Signature of Judge 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY OF GEORGETOWN 

OR~INAL 
) 

AFFIDAVIT 

Personally appeared before me, one Ton Anderson. who being duly swo..m, says that !here is probable 

cause to believe that certain property subject to seizure under provisions of S.C. Code Ann. § 17-13-l 40, as 

amended, is located on the following premises in this County: 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY SOUGHT 

Investigator:s are searching for bank records, legal documents, identifications, passports, debil!credit 
cards, phone records, vehicle information, insurance paper work, travel documents, or anything that can 
aid investigators in ascertaining the whereabouts of Leon Harrison Jr. 

DESCRIPTION OF PREMJSES (PERSON OR THING) 
TO BE SEARCHED~ 

 Blghmarket St. Georgetown, SC 29440 It is~;;;~; color house with a white porch. It is situated 
on Righmarket St midway between King St. and Orange St. It has  on the front of it above a black 
mail box 

REASON FORAFFIANT'S BELIEF TIIAT THE 
.PROPERTY SOUGHT IS ON THE SUBJECT PREMISES 

On 2/25/2017 subjectLeonHa.'Tison.Jr. was last seen at the address onhls SC DMV  Higlnnarket St. in the 

Ciiy of Georgi:,town by his wife. He has not been seen since. Johnson maintains a domicile at this resideuce and 

be is knovm to stay there from time to time and keeps work clo1hing there. Due to the above stated fuels there is 

probable cause to believe that the requesred documentary evidence may be in the home and a search warrant is 

being requested. These documents will help to track Harrison's movements and w'Jl aide in locating him and 

reuniting him with his family 

) 

day of March 2017. ) ~ 

ru ~ j fnv. ~-
-----S~i~gna_tnr_e _of_J_ud_g_e _____ ) · / ant -- - -

10 

SCCA513 

(3-1978) 

) Address 2222 H:iglnnarket St. 
Georgetown S.C. 29440 

) Phone 843-545-4300 
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RETURN 

I received the atiacl:ied Search Wammt 3/10/2017, and have excculed it as follows: 

On 3/10/2017, at l &:09 o'clock P.M., I searched (the person) described in the warrant and (the premises) 

I left a copy of the warrant at Highm,?.rlcet St 

Name of person searched or "at the place of search" with. 

Together with a receipt for the items sei7x>d. 

The following is an inventozy of property taken pursuant to tlle warrant: 

9- documents with Leon Harrison Jr. name on them proving this is bis place of residence 

1- medicine bottle with Leon Harrison Jr. name on it containing approximately 7 AmLODlPioe 

Desylate 5mg tablets prescn"bed to Leon Harrison. 

This inventory was made in the presence of Inv A Morris AND Lt. Walton. 

I swear that the inventory is a true and detailed account of all the property mken by me on the warrant 

Sworn toaod Subscribed before me ____ ~)) ~ ~--
this I a:-· day of °'-~ , __JO 17 

ft'-(h -
) _,,,-..:~Officer Executing Warrant) 
) 

Signature of Judge 

SCCA513 

(3-197&) 
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Exhibit Two 
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OgfGINAL 
STATE OF sourn CAROLINA 

COUNTY OF GEORGETOVlN 

) 
) 
) 

AFFIDAVIT 

Personally appeared before me, one fan Anderson, who being duly sworn, says that there is probable 

cause to believe that certain property subject to seizure under provisions of S.C. Code Ann. § 17-13-140, as 

amended, is located on the following premises in this County: 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY SOUGH!' 

Blood Evidence, gun powder residue, bullets, fibers, any and all DNA evidence, carpet, blankets, flooring, 
and trace e,1dence that could be linked wit4 the location of the missing person. 

DESCRil'TION OF PREMISES (PERSON OR TI:llNG) 
TO BE SEARCHED 

Highmarket St. Georgetown, SC 

REASON FORAFFIANT'S BELIEF TEAT THE 
PROPERTY SOUGHT IS ON THE SUBJECT PREMISES 

On 02/25/2017 the victim Leon Harrison Jr went missing from his residence at Highma:rket St in the City 
of Georgetown. On 03/ I 0/2017 a Blghrnarls:et St whilst conducting a sea warrant of the premises for 

evidence that could aid in locating the victbi Harrison. There was foreign stain on the carpet in victim's 
bedroom which is consistent with blood. Beside the stain was a rug covering a section carpet padding where the 
carpet was removed. Investigat.ors observe a stain on too carpet padding which when tested, tested positive on a 
presumptive blood test. . Now a search Wlll11Ult is being requested for 1he fu:r!herance of developing the blood 

evidence and any evidence thst could farther the investigation. 

) 

/1:<-f l 
10 day of March, / , · 2017. ) 

~----'1)1\:'--~--"--"[b~ __ 5 Jnv.?7 d<:: 

SCCA513 

(3-1978) 

Signature of Judge ) Affmnt 
) Address 

) Phone 

2222 Higbmarket St. 
GeorgetoWn S.C. 29440 
843-545-4300 

1824



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTI OF GEORGETOWN 

) 
) 
) 
) 

ORIGl~~L 
SEARCH WARRANT 

Form Approved by 
SC Attomey General 

Section 19-13-160 
March 15. 1978 

TO M'Y BONDED LAW ENFORCEME.,."11 OFFICER OF THIS STATE OR COUNTY OR OF TI:lE 

MlJNICIPALTIY OF GEORGETOWN 

It appearing from the at!l!ched affidavit that there are reasonable grounds to believe ihat certain property 

subject to seizure under provisions of Section 17-13-140, 1976 Code of Laws of South Carolina, as amended, is 

located on the following premises: 

DESCRIPTION OF PREMISES (PERSON OR THING) 

TO BE SEARCHED 

Highmarket St. Georgetown, SC 

Now, therefore, you are hereby authorized to search the subject premises for the property desci'Jied below, and 

to seize such property if 

DISCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

Blood Evidence, gnn powder residue, bnllels, :fibers, any and all DNA evidence, carpet, blankets, flooring, 
and trace ewdence that c.mld be linked with the location of the :missing person. 

This Searcl:i Warrant shall not be valid for more than ten days from 1he date of issuance. 

Georgetown,Soufu Carolina 

Dated: 03/10/2017 

SCCA513 

(3-1978) 

-"signatun(of Judge 
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( 

RETURN 

I received the attached Search Wmant 3/10/2017, and have executed it as ful!ows: 

On 3/10/2017, at 20:35 o'clock P.M., I searched (the person) described in the wammtand (fue premises) 

I fofl; a copy of the warrant at Highmarket St. 

Name of person searched or "at the place of search" with. 

Together with a receipt for the items seized. 

The following is an inventory of property taken pursuant to the warrant: 

Carpet padding with blood stain from item# I 

Carpet padding with blood stain from item #3 

White bed sheet with blood strain from item #6 

Fabric with blood stain from mattress from item #7 

Metal shaving from mattress from item #8 

Fabric with blood slain from comer of mattre,;s from item #9 

Fabric with blood stain from comer of box spring from item #10 

Unknown brand black smart phone bearing IMEI # 353541075267696 

Grey Black Berry smart phone bearing MEID # AOOOOOJ C757D10 

Black Sprint smart phone bearing serial # 205KP'IMO 115 641 

Black LG smart phone missing back plate bearing serial# 208KPVH0256103 

Pm-ple Black Berry smart phone bearing MEID #A00000258A3A53 

Pink LG SillJUt phone bearing JMEI # 0 l 4279-00-440487-1 

This inventory was made in the presence offuv. B. Powell AND Lt. Walton. 

I swear that 1he inventory is a true and detailed account of all the property taken by me on the v;arrant. 
/ 

Sworn to and Subscribed before me ) 
this J S- day of ('n, "-".,-A.. , 2017 ) 

f}11/).. ) 
~--~c-'-,---'-1 __________ ) 

Sign.ature of Judge ) 

SCCA513 

(3-1978) 

) 
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Exhibit Three 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY OF GEORGETOWN 

ORIGIN�L 
) Form Approved by 
) SEARCH WARRANT SC Attorney General 
) Section 19-13-160 
) March 15. 1978 

TO ANY BONDED LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER OF TIDS STATE OR COUNTY OR OF THE 

MUNICIPALlTY OF GEORGETOWN 

It appearing from the attached affidavit that there are reasonable grounds to believe that certain property 

.subject to seizure under provisions of Section 17-13-140, 1976 Code of Laws of South Carolina, as amended, is 

located on the following premises: 

DESCRJPTION OF PREMISES (PERSON OR TIIlNG) 

TO BE SEARCHED 

A yellow in color residence with a small covered front porch with two double paned windows on 

either side of the front door located at the address of Highmarket St., within the City limits of 

Georgetown, approximately 3 city block east of the intersectlon ofHighmarket St. and N. Fraser St., to 

include any buildings, trash cans, or vehicles associated with the residence. All areas inside or outside the 

residence, to include all rooms, storage spaces, or drawers of any furniture or storage bins, and attic, 

inside or outside trash cans, inside any vehicles, or inside or outside or aronnd any building(s) associated 

with the residence of  Highmarket St. 

Now, fuerefote. you are hereby authorized to search the subject premises for the property descnoed below, and to 

seize such property if 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

All areas of the before mentioned property or places located at Highmarket St. in search of any 
speaker wire consistent with crime scene photos taken by the Georgetown County Sheriff's Office, which 

shows the victim was bound around his wrist and ankles with speaker wire. Also any knives, edged 
cutting. tools/weapons, blood, hairs, fibers, any and all trace DNA evidence, clothing to include, black 

work jean, black or blue work T-shirt, work boots. 

This Search Warrant shall not be valid for more than ten days from the date ofissuance. 

Georgetovvn,South Carolina 

Dated: 

SCCA513 

(3-1978) 

Signature of Judge 
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ORIGINAL 
STATE OF SOli"TII CAROLINA 

COUNTY OF GEORGETOWN 

) 
) 
) 

AFFIDAVIT 

Personally appeared before me, one Allen Monis, who being duly sworn, says that there is probable 

cause to believe that certaiu properly subject to seizure under provisions of S.C. Code Ann. § 17-13-140, as 

amended, is located on the following premises in this County: 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPER1Y SOUGHT 

All ar""s of the before mentioned property or plaees located a  Highmarket St in search any speaker wire 
consistent with crime scene photos taken by the Georgetown Coill!ty Sheriff's Office, which shows the victim was 
bound around his wrist and ankles with speaker wire.. Also any knives, edged cutting tools/weapons, blood, hairs, 

fibers, any and all trace DNA evidence, clothing to include, black wo:rkjean, black or blue work T-shirt, work boots. 

DESCRIPTION OF PREMISES (PERSON OR TIIING) 
TO BE SEARCHED 

A yellow in color residence with a small covered front porch with two double paned windows on either side 
of the front door located at the address o lighmarket St., within the City limits of Georgetown, approximately 

3 city block east ofthe intersection of Hlglrmarket St. and N. Fraser St., to include any buildings, trash cans, or 
vehicles assoelated with the residence. All areas inside or outside the residence, to include all rooms, storage spaces, 
or drawers of any furniture or storage bins, and attic, inside or outside trash can~ inside any vehicles,, or Wide or 

outside or around any building(•) associated with the residence of  Hlgbmarket St. 

REASON FORAFFIANT'S BELIEF THAT TIIE 
PROPERTY SOUGITT IS ON TI!E SUBJECT PREMISES 

On Saturday 2/25/2017, the victim, Leon Harrison Jr. went missing from his residence o H.igbmarlret St, in the City 
llin..<ts of Georgetown. On Friday 3/101.2017, at Hlgbmarlret St. whilst conducting a sean;h warrant of fue pF..mises fur 
evidence fuat could aid ln locating the victim, Hru:rison,, a foreign stain was found oo a portion of cmpet pa<lding, where the 
a portion of fue carpet bad been cm away, at the opening to the victim's bedroom closet, covered by a flannel blanket that 
was covered by an area rug. This stain on the cm-pet padding was 1':sted with a presumptive blood testing kit, and did test 

positive fur blood. A search warrant was obtain and executed for the filr.h.e,ance of developing fhe blood evidence and any 
evidence that could further the investigation. On Saturday 3/1112017, a victim was fuund near Colonel Cole Dr., in 

Georgetown Collllly, in the Black River. The victim remains were decomposed, but the bodY was identified as Harrison 
due to a tattoo on his i:rmt,r left foreann.. A search is being request for the before mentioned it.ems that could develop leads 

in this case. 

, 2017. ) 

____ ;,.~--=-"-'--'-,-~/-r ____ j Inv. 
Signature ofJudge ) 

14 dayof March 

&1-~.,i& 
Affiant 

t -,.:; (l;'::>-- p:,.., ) Address 2222 Highmru:ket St. 
Georgetown S.C. 29440 
843-545-4335 

SCCA513 

(3-1978) 

) Phone 
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RETURN 

I received the ar.ached Search Warrant 3/14/2017, and have cx.ecuted it es follows: 

On 3/14i2017, at 1:17 o'clock PM, I searched(the person) descnoed in the warrant and (the premises) 

I left a copy of the warrant at Higbmarket St. 

Name of person searched or "at the place of search" with. 

Together with a receipt for the items seized. 

The following is an inventory of properly taken pursuant to the wammt: 

1 silver kitchen knife with black handle approximately 7 inches in tot.al length 

1 orange in color box clrtter 

4 cotton swabs COlltaining DNA blood samples 

This inventory was made iu the presence ofinv. B. Powell AND Inv. A. Morris 

I swear that the inven:tory is a true and derailed account of all the property taken by me on the warrant. 

Sworn to and Subscnlied before me 
this J -S- day of Yh":':::::-9 , 2017 

) 
) 

-=-~fni<.~ ______ j __ g;___,:d&,,__~~#/~-----
Signature of Judge ) (Signature of Officer Executing Warraot) 

) 

SCCA513 

(3-1978) 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY OF GEORGETOWN 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, 

vs. 

ALEXANDER RHUE, JR., 
TIESH ANNETTE RHUE 

ALEXANDER RHUE, SR. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) _____________ ) 

IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS 

INDICTMENTS: A. RHUE, JR. - 2017GS2200870 THRU 2017GS2200874 
T. RHUE - 2017GS2200880 THRU 2017GS2200884 
A. RHUE, SR. - 2017GS2200875 THRU 2017GS240,0879 ....,, 

:.~? ~~. . =~.:: 
1·;:; ·- ·.:=:> 

:::: ; < ~~ 
STATE'S MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TQ.JHE - ­

DEFENSES MOTION TO SUPPRESS SEARCH WARR~NT--
. -;~.-:: J::> (') ___ 2 

; •l , .. 
. ·' 

' -. I 

The State of South Carolina, by and through Deputy Solicitor Alicia A. Richardson, opposes the 

Defendant's Motion to Suppress the initial three search warrants in this case and the evidence seized 

from the execution of those warrants. 

Factual Summary 

The following is a summary of the evidence and testimony that the State wou·ld proffer and 

anticipate ·regarding this issued. The State is prepared to call these witnesses and present testimony on 

the issue of suppression. 

On Thursday, March 9, 2017, around 10:25 a.m. Leon Harrison, Jr. (victim) age 32, was reported 

missing by both his father Leon Harrison, Sr. and Brittani Green, the mother of his two minor. Harrison 

Sr. .appeared in person at the Georgetown City Police Department to make the report. Ms. Green arrived 

separately shortly thereafter to also make a missing person's report. Investigator Powell met with them. 

Harrison, Sr. reported he had not seen or heard from his son in two weeks and this was unusual for him. 

Ms. Green reported she had last seen the victim on February 23, 2017 and last heard from him on the 

telephone on Friday night February 24, 2017. Ms. Green said the victim usually called his minor children 

each night at bedtime and it was unusual that he had not done so for nearly two weeks. Ms. Green told 
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officers that she had tried to call him without success and believed his cell phone had been turned off. 

Ms. Green told the officers that Harrison, Jr. was married to Tyiesha Rue Harrison (at this time Officer 

Powell had an incorrect legal name and spelling). 

Police entered Harrison, Jr. into NCIC and began an investigation into his disappearance. At this 

point they were not sure if he was actually missing or if there was foul play. However, they entered him 

into NCIC as a missing person and began an investigation into his disappearance. See S. C. Code Section 

23-3-210, which provides that: "Missing person" means any individual who is seventeen years of age or 

older, whose temporary or permanent residence is in South Carolina, or is believed to be in South 

Caro.Iina, whose location has not been_determined, and who has been reported as missing to a· law 

enforcement agency. Also, S.C. Code Section 23-3-250 Dissemination of Missing Persons Data by Law 

Enforcement Agencies, which provides: 

A law enforcement agency, upon receipt of a missing person report by a parent, 
spouse, guardian, legal-custodian, public or private agency or entity, or any person 
responsible for a missing person, immediately shall-make arrangements -for the 
entry of data about the missing person or-missing child into the national missi-r-ig 
persons file in accordance with criteria set forth by the FBI/NCIC, inform all of the 
agency's on-duty law enforcement officers ofthe missing person report, initiate a 
statewide broadcast to all other law enforcement agencies to be on the lookout 
for the individual, contact the agency's local media outlets when appropriate, and 
transmit a copy of the report to the MPIC. 

Investigators spoke to a number of witnesses. Investigator Powell spoke with the victim's aunt, 

Sandra Johnson, who was an employee at the Georgetown County Detention Center. She confirmed 

that the victim was missing. 

The next day officers spoke with more individuals to ascertain the whereabouts of the victim, 

including his wife Defendant Tiesh Rhue at her place of employment, the victim's his employer, his 
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Jr., Alexander Rhue, Sr. and Tiesh Rhue. The state concedes that it was clear in the investigation 

that Tiesh Rhue did reside there. There is conflicting information about whether or not it was 

the legal residence of Alexander Rhue Jr. and Sr., although information was developed that they 

were at a minimum frequent overnight guests. What the Defendant's memorandum fails to 

mention is that the investigators also had information contained in the affidavit that

High market Street was a residence of the victim Leon Harrison, k The affidavit also alleges that 

he was last seen at this residence. by his wife. 

However, the only items seized in this search warrant, were documents and medication 

belonging to the victim Leon Harrison, Jr., from his residence where he would have also have an 

expectation of-privacy. The Defendants do not have a reasonable expectation of privacy in the 

personal documents of Leon Harrison, Jr. or his medication, and -thus even if the warrant is 

defective, these items should not be suppressed. 

Failure to allege a crime 

S.C. code Section 17-13-140 provides that a judge may issue a search warrant for: 

(1) stolen or embezzled property; 

(2) property the possession of which is unlawful; 

(3) property which is being used or has been used the commission of a 
criminal offense or is possessed with the intent to be used as the means for 

committing a criminal offense or is concealed to prevent a criminal offense 
from being discovered; (emphasis added) -

(4) property constituting evidence of crime or tending to show that a 
particular person committed a criminal offense; (emphasis added) 

(5) any narcotic drugs, barbituates, amphetamines or other drugs ...... . 
(full text omitted) 
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The Defendant's Motion to Suppress also opines that the Search Warrant is defective 

because it fails to allege that a crime is suspected. While the search warrant does not specifically 

allege a crime by name that is not a requirement of either the Fourth Amendment of S.C. Code 

17-13-240. 

In State v. Fletcher, 363 S.C. 221, 609 S.E.2d 572 (Ct. App. 2005}, rever-sed on other 

grounds by State v. Fletcher, 379 S.C. 17, 664 S.E.2d 480 (2008}, the defense challenged thatthe 

search warrant was insufficient because it did not specify "child abuse" and therefore did not 

contain sufficient facts to constitute probable cause to believe evidence of a crime would be 

found , The Court found that: "Affida\lits are not meticulously drawn by lawyers, but are normally 

drafted by non-layers in the ha·ste of a criminal investigation and should therefore be viewed in 

a common sense and realistic father. Citing State v. Sullivan, 267 S.C. 610,230 S.E.2d 621 {1976); 

State v. Dupree, 354 S.C. 676, 583 S.E.2d 437 (Ct. App. 2003)/ "Affidavits must be judged on the 

facts presented and not on the precise wording used" citing State v. Bowie, 360 S.C. 210, 600 

S.E.2d 112 {Ct. App. 2004). In Fletcher, the Court found that on the totality of the circumstances 

and the facts alleged that the "suspicion of child abuse is not only implicit but is verifiable." 

In this case, the affidavit makes it clear that the victim has been missing for 2 weeks, and 

it imp.licit that there is concern regarding concealment of a crime. South Carolina law recognizes 

that missing persons cases require special attention and created the Missing Person Information 

Center under the direction of the Chief of the State Law Enforcement Division {SLED}. See S.C. 

Code 23-3-220. 
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The Defense also alleges that the first search warrant is a general warrant, and that 

officers exceeded the scope of the warrant. The main focus of the warrant was to look for 

documentary evidence including anything that could show possible travel plans, etc. The Defense 

alleges that documtnets cannot contain evidence to determine if a crime has been committed. 

This is patently false, and na·ive to say that documents including identification and financial 

documents cannot contain evidence cf a crime, or concealment of a crime. Evidence of crimes 

are often found in journals, diaries, recent life insurance policies, fraudulent identification cards, 

passports, ·etc. Additionally, victims of suicide often leave a note or documentary trail. (See State 

v. Levelle, 34 S.C. 120, 13 S.E.319 (1891}, overruled on other grounds by State v. Torrence, 305 

S.C. 45, 406 S.E.2d 315 (1991} finding that suicide is an unlawful act and felonious}. 

Second Search Warrant- March 10, 2017 

The Second Search warrant was issued at 7:41 p.m. again by Judge O'Donnell. The descript ion of 

premises to be search was High market St. Georgetown and the relevant portions of the affidavit 

provided as follows: 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY SOUGHT 
Blood Evidence, gun powder residue, bullets, fibers, any and an all DNA evidence, 
carpet, blankets, flooring, and trace evidence that could be linked with the 
location of the missing person. 

REASON FOR AFFIANT'S BELIEF THAT THE 
PROPERTY SOUGHT IS ON THE SUBJECT PREMISES 

On 02/25/2017 the victim Leon Harrison Jr. went missing from his residence at 
Highmarket St. in the City of Georgetown. On 03/10/2017 at  

Highmarket St. whilst conducting a search warrant of the premises for evidence 
that cou ld aid in locating the victim Harrison. There was foreign stain on the carpet 
in victim's bedroom which is consistent with blood. Beside the stain was a rug 
covering a section carpet padding where the carpet was removed. Investigators 
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observe a stain on the carpet padding which when tested, tested positive on a 
.presumptive blood test. Now a search warrant is being requested for the 
furtherance of developing the blood evidence and any evidence that could further 
the investigation. 

The second search warrant indicates that it was executed at 8:35 p.m. The items recovered from the 

2nd search warrant .according to the return are as follows: 

1. Carpet padding with blood s,tain from item #1 
2. Carpet padding with blood stain from item-#3 
3. White bed sheet with blood stain from item #6 
4. Fabric with blood stain from mattress from item #7 
5. Metal shaving from mattress from item #8 
6. Fabric with bloo·dstain from corner of mattress from item #9 
7. Fabric with blood-stain from corner of box spring from item #10 
8. Unknown brand black smart phone bearing IMEI # 353 
9. Grey Black Berry 
10. Black Sprint smart phone 
11. Black LG smart phone 
12. Purple Black Berry smart phone 
13. Pink LG smart phone 

Photographs were also taken on the inside and outside of the residence, including some with 

crime scene markers. 

Subsequent testing by Richland County Sheriffs office forensic lab and SLED determined that 

some of the swabs recovered were consistent with the DNA profile attributed to the victim. 

The Defense alleges that the items seized in the second search warrant should be suppressed as 

"fruit of the poisonous tree" from the first search warrant. The State believes that the first and second 

-search warrants were sufficient to allow the Judge to make a reasonable, common sense determination 

of probable cause based on the totality of the circumstances. Also, the officers were acting in good faith 

under the belief that these search warrants were valid. The officers' good faith is evident in that they 
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halted searching after finding the first area where carpet was removed and blood was present. They did 

not search the remainder of the room and find the second area of missing carpet and blood stained 

mattress and sheets until the second search warrant was obtained. See State v. Moore, 421 S.E. 167, 

805 S.E.2d 585 (Ct. Appl. 2017), affirmed as modified by State v. Moore, 429 S.C. 465, 839 S.E2d 882 

(2020) where the Court of Appeals attached significance to the fact that police obtained a warrant before 

performing further analysis of a phone's contents after performing a limited warrantless search to 

determine ownership. Also, the Supreme Court in Moore finding "Finally, it must be remembered that 

law enforcement did obtain a warrant to search Petitioner's phone once his identity as owner was 

determined·." 

Even if the first two search warrants are deemed invalid by the Court, the State believes that the 

evidence collected during these searches should not be excluded under the doctrine of inevitable 

discovery. The State has shown by a preponderance of the evidence that the items collected during the 

first and second search warrants, would have been discovered under the 3rd valid search warrant after 

the victim's body was discovered the day after the initial search warrants. the victim's body and a third 

search warrant that was executed based on the recovery of the body. 

Discovery of Body 

On October 11, 2017, the day following the execution of the search warrants, a citizen reported 

a body floating in the Black River several miles from the city of Georgetown, but in Georgetown County 

and in the jurisdiction of the Georgetown County Sheriff's office. 

The body was recovered by the Sheriff's Office. It was decomposed and the hands and feet were 

bound by multiple tight twists, loops, and knots of speaker wire. An autopsy was conducted on March 
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13, 2017 at the Medical University of South Carolina. A cause of death could not be determined but the 

manner of death was homicide. The body was.. identified on March 14, 2017 as Leon Harrison Jr., by a 

distinctive tattoo on his arm. 

Nothing recovered from Search warrants #1 and #2 aided in the discovery of the body. 

Third Search Warrant- March 14, 2017 

After the discovery of the body on the 11th, the autopsy on the 1.3th, and the identification of the 

body, .a 3rd search warrant was issued on March 14, 2107 at 12:02 p.m. again by Judge O'Donnell. The 

affiant on this search war..rant was Investigator Powell who· was employed at the time with the 

Georgetown police department (now he is with the Georgetown County Sheriff's Office). 

The affidavit provided that the description of- property sought was: 

All areas of the before mentioned property or places located at  High market 
St. in search any speaker wire consistent with crime scene photos taken by the 
Georgetown County Sheriff's office, which shows the victim was bound around his 
wrist and ankles with speaker wire. Also any knives, edged cutting tools/weapons, 
blood, hairs, fib·ers, any and all trace DNA evidence, cloth-ingto include,.black work 
jean, black or blue work T-sbirt, work boots. 

The description of the premises was High market Street, and included a detailed list of the areas 

to be searched in and around the residence. 

The reason for affiant's belief that the property sought is on the subject premises: 

On Saturday 2/25/2017, the victim, Leon Harrison Jr. went missing from his 
residence of Highmarket St. , in the City limits of Georgetown. On Friday 
3/10/2017, at Highmarket St, whilst conducting a search warrant of the 
premises for evidence that could aid in locating the victim, Harrison, a foreign stain 
was found a n a portion of carpet padding, there the a portion of the carpet had 
been cut away, at the opening to the victim's bedroom closet, covered by a flannel 
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blanket that was covered by an area rug. This stain on the carpet padding was 
tested with t presumptive blood testing kit, and did test positive for blood. A 
se·arch warrant was obtained and executed for the furtherance of developing the 
.blood evidence and any evidence that could further in investigation. On Saturday 
3/11/2017, a victim as found near Colonel Cole Dr., in Georgetown County, in the 
Black River. The victim remains were decomposed, but the body was identified as 
Harrison due to a tattoo on his inner left forearm. A search is being request for 
the before mentioned items that could develop le.ads in this case. 

The return- indicates the search warrant was executed at 1:17 p.m. The following items were 

recovered: 

1. 1 silver kitchen knife with black handle approximately 7 inches in total length 
2. 1 orange in color box cutter 
3. 4 cotton swabs containing DNA blood samples 

Photographs were also taken during the execution of this 3rd search warrant. 

=rhe defense has argued that the 3rd search warrant should be suppressed because it is fruit of 

the poisonous tree as it references items recovered in the first and second search warrants from .March 

10, 2017. 

However State v. Davis, 371 S.C. 412,639 S.E.2d 457(2006}, provides in a method similar to that 

employed for a Franks violation. The improper information in an affidavit should be redacted and if it 

still gives rise to probable cause then the warrant is valid and the evidence should not be suppressed. 

If the reference to evidence collected in the first and second search warrant is redacted from 

the affidavit of the third search warrant, then it would provide as follows: 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY SOUGHT 

All areas of the before mentioned property or places located at  High market 
St. in search any speaker wire consistent with crime scene photos taken by the 
Georgetown County Sheriff's office, which shows the victim was bound around his 
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wrist and ankles with speaker wire. Also any knives, edged cutting tools/weapons, 
blood, hairs, fibers, any and all trace DNA evidence, clothing to include, black work 
jean, black or blue-work T-shirt, work boots. 

REASON FO~ AFFIANT'S BELIEF THAT THE 
PROPERTY SOUGHT IS ON THE SUBJECT PREMISES 

On Saturday 2/25/2017, the victim, Leon Harrison Jr. went missing from his 
residence of High market St., in the City limits of Georgetown. {Redactions} 
On Saturday 3/11/2017, a victim was found near Colonel Cole Dr., in Georgetown 
County, in the Black Riv-er. The victim remains were decomposed, but tl"le body 
was ident ified as Harrison due to a tattoo on his inoer left forearm. A search is 

being request for the before mentioned items that could develop leads in this 
case. 

Even without the redacted information, the magistrate had probable cause to issye a search 

warrant for High market Street. The search warrant provides - that they are seeking to search the 

victim's residence, this is where he was last seen, he was missing from 2/25/2017 until his remains were 

discovered on 3/11/2017, the remains were decomposed, the body was bound by wire at the hands and 

feet, the body was positively identified as Harrison. (See attached affidavit of Municipal Judge 

O'Donnell). 

A magistrate may issue a search warrant only upon a finding of probable cause. State v. Tench, 

353 S.C. 531, 579 S.E.2d 314 (2003); State v. Bowie, 360 S.C. 210, 600 S.E.2d 112 (Ct. App. 2004). A 

probable cause determination requires the magistrate to analyze the totality of the circumstances, 

meaning he should make a practical, common-sense decision whether, given all the circumstances set 

forth in the affidavit before him, there is a fair probability that contraband or evidence of a crime will be 

found in a particular place. See Illinois v. Gates, 462 U.S. 213, 76 L. Ed. 2d 527, 103 S. Ct. 2317 (1983); 

Bowie, 360 S.C. at 219, 600 S.E.2d at 116-17. Probable cause is a flexible, common-sense standard. 

Bowie, 360 S.C. at 220, 600 S.E.2d at 117. The term "probable cause" does not import absolute certainty. 
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Id. In determining whether a search warrant should be issued, magistrates are concerned with 

probabilities and not certainties. Id. 

Assuming that the search warrants on March 10, 2017 are deemed invalid, the items recovered 

and photographs should not be suppressed because they would have been inevitably discovered after 

the discovery of the body and the valid 3rd search warrant. 

There is no link between the first two search warrants and the discovery of the body. (See 

attached affidavit of Investigator Morris). The discovery of the body was an intervening action which 

would have given probable cause to search the victim's residence even without the information collected 

-from the first two search warrants. The body was discovered by_a-citizen and any action by the police in 

conducting the initial searches of the residence did not contribute to the location of the body. Once, the 

body was discovered, it was readily apparent that it was a homicide as the hands and feet were bound. 

It was also apparent that the body had been in the water for some time based on the decomposition of 

the remains which would b-e con-sistent with the victim having been last seen two weeks prior. 

Additionally, at the time of the third search warrant, the residence was in essentially the same 

condition as it was during the first two search warrants. This search warrant was executed only three 

days after the discovery of the body, the same day the body was identified, and only four days after 

the March 10th searches. At the time of the third and final search, no repairs had been made to the 

property. The carpet was still missing, and the subfloor still contained apparent bloodstaining. The 

walls had not been cleaned and additional blood evidence was collected from the walls. 

The inevitable discovery doctrine states that if the prosecution can establish by a preponderance 

of the evidence that the information ultimately or inevitable would have been discovered by lawful 
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means, the information is admissible despite the fact that it was illegally obtained. State v. Spears, 393 

S.C. 466, 713 S.E.2d 324 (Ct. App. 2011) citing Nix v. Williams, 467U.S. 431, 444, 104 S.Ct. 2501, 81 L.Ed2d 

377 (1984). 

In-State v. Spears, 393 S.C. 466, 713 S.E.2d 324 (Ct. App. 2011), the Court was faced with a similar 

situation. In that case, the trial court ruled that the co-defendant's initial consent to search was invalid. 

The trial court redacted any reference to the initial consent in the search warrant at issue and found that 

the remaining search warrant still gave rise to the probable cause to search-the residence. The Court of 

Appeals approved on this method and approved the trial courts reliance on State v. Davis, 371S.C.41, 

639 S.E.2d 457 (2007). The Court of Appeals notecl "that a court may redact alleged misstatements in 

_an affidavit and consider the remaining content of the affidavit to determine whether it is sufficient to 

-establish probable cause." Although Davis was a Franks violation analysis, the Court in Spears applied it 

an invalid consent search. See also, State v. Moore, 421 S.C. 167,805 S.E.2d 585 (Ct. Ap. 2017) affirmed 

as modified by State v. Moore, 429 S.C. 465, 839 S.E.2d 882 (2020)~ Judge Lockemy, concurring in part 

and dissenting in part with the majority opinion ofthe Court-of Appeals, found that the Court should use 

the method approved in Spears and excise any offending or illegally obtained information from the 

_search warrant affidavit and if the remaining portions of the affidavit still supported probable cause to 

support the Judge's decisior-i-to issue the search warrant, then the evidence should not be excluded. In 

applying this standard, Judge Lockemy agreed with the majority's conclusion that the inevitable 

discovery exception applied. 

Likewise, the Supreme Court in affirming and modifying the Court of Appeals in State v. Moore, 

429 S.C. 465, 839 S.E.2d 882 {2020), found as an additional susta ining ground that the information 
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obtained in the warrantless search of the Defendant's cell phone would have been inevitably discovered 

in a search of the victim's cell phone which was also in police possession. 

In this case, even if the first and second search warrants are invalid, the inevitable discovery 

9.9ctrine prevents exclusi·on of the items seized and photographs taken during the first two searches, 

~ncluding the blood and DNA evidence. The third search warrant, even with the information obtained 

from the first two search warrants excised, provides probable cause for a valid search of the residence. 

All evidence obtained from the first two search warrants would have inevitably been discovered during 

the 3rd search warrant as it was only four days after the initial searches and th·e condition of the ·home 

was substantially the same on March 14, 2017 as it was during the initial searches on March- 10, 2017. 

The discovery of the victim's body -the very oext day following the initial search warrants was an 

intervening and independent discovery wholly unrelated to the initial search of the residence. This 

independent and intervening event, as set forth, in the 3rd search warrant gave probable cause of a 

homicide and that evidence would be found at the home of-the victim which was also the last place he 

had been seen. 

Purpose of Exclusionary Rule 

The S.C. Constitution, the U. S. Fourth Amendment, and S.C. Code 17-13-140, do not contain an 

exclusionary rule. In Moore, the Supreme Court found, "The fact that a Fourth Amendment violation 

occurred - i.e., that a search or arrest was unreasonable does not necessarily mean that the exclusionary 

rule applies." "Indeed, exclusion has always been our last resort, not our first impulse." 

In State v. Sachs, 264 S.C. 541, 216 S.E.2d 501 {1976), the Court explored the evolution of the 

exclusionary rule both in the State and Federal constitution as well as in compliance with S.C. Code Ann 
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Section 17-13-140. The development of the exclusionary rule as outlined by the Court, make it clear 

that the purpose of the exclusionary rule is to deter violations of the Constitution. However, the Court 

found that: 

[T]he exclusionary ru le is harsh medicine. The jury is charged with the duty of 
searching for the truth to determine the innocence or guilt of the accused, with 
the appropriate legal standard. Denial of probative evidence detracts from that 
search. Exclusion should be applied only where deterrence is clearly subserved. 

The Court included a quote from Cardoza to capsulize the objections to the exclusionary rule: "the 

criminal is to go free because the constable has blundered." Quoting State v. Defore, 242 N.Y. 13, 150 

N.E. 585 {1976}. 

It is apparent in this case, that the ·police acted in good faith particularly considering the initial 

search warrants when the defendants body had not been found and they were trying to search the 

victims residence where he was last seen. The officers sought not just one but three separate search 

warrants of the same residence in a four day period. The even stopped in the middle of executing the 

first search warrant and obtained a second search warrant when they realized that blood evidence not 

specifically sought in the first warrant was likely to be obtained. As stated in Moore, by the Supreme 

Court, "Our cases have consistently recognized that unbending application of the exclusionary sanction 

to enforce ideals of governmental rectitude would impede unacceptably the truth-finding function of 

Judge and jury . .. Particularly when law enforcement officer have acted in objective good faith or their 

transgressions have been minor, the magnitude of the benefit conferred on such guilty defendants 

offends the basic concepts of the criminal justice system.'1 

Based on the foregoing the State respectfully requests that the Court deny the Defendant's 

Motion to Suppress evidence obtained in the execution of the above-referenced search warrants. 
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October 1, 2021 

Georgetown, South Carolina 

17 

~·· Deputy Solicitor, Georgetown 
·'.:Fifteenth Circuit Solicitor's Office 
:',-

·. 401 Cleland Street 
P.O. Box 1688 
Georgetown, SC 29442 
843-545-3189 telephone 
843-545-3268 fax 
richa@h0rrycounty.org 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY OF GEORGETOWN 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

VS. 

ALEXANDER RHUE, JR. 
DEFENDANT 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS 

INDICTMENT: 2017GS2200870; 
2017GS2200871; 2017GS2200873; 
2017GS2200872; 2017GS220087 4 

WARRANT: 2017A2220200146; 
2017A2220200201;2017A2220200202; 
2017 A2220200203; 201-7GS2200874 

AFFIDAVIT 
• J -., 
. "TJ r. 
--- --;-... ~..J _, .. 

,~► 

_______________ ) 
The Honorable judge Robert H. O'Donnell deposes and says: 

1. I am a Municipal Court Judge in Georgetown, South Carolina. 

2. I was involved in this case, including but not limited to the signing of three search 
warrants for Highmarket Street in the city limits of Georgetown·, South Carolina. 

3. I signed a search warrant for Highmarket Street on March 10, 2017. The victim 
had been missing for approximately two (2) weeks at the time prior to the search 
warrant. I believed it was reasonable to issue a search warrant of the victim's house 
given the circumstances. I believed that something was wrong about a person missing 
for approximately two (2) weeks. · 

4. I signed a third search warrant on March 14, 2017. Given the facts alleged in the 
search warrant, specifically that the body of Leon Harrison, Jr. had been found in the 
river with his hands and feet tied up with speaker wire,. I believed this investigation to 
be a homicide investigation. · · · 

Georgetown, South Carolina 

Date: October 1, 2021 

SWORN TO BEFORE ME THIS 

ts+ DAY OF Ocfobev-- , 2021 

ROBERT H. O'DONNELL 
CITY OF GEORGETOWN 
MUNICIPAL COURT JUDGE 

~~ a. ~ 
Notary Publlcfoouth Carolina/ / ,., a 
My Commission Expires: g / .3 2-t>'-" I 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) 
) 

COUNTY OF GEORGETOWN ) 
) 
) 
) 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) 
) 
) 
) 

VS. ) 
) 

ALEXANDER RHUE, JR., ) 
DEFENDANT ) 

ALLEN MORRIS deposes and says: 

IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS 

INDICTMENT: 2017GS2200870; 2017GS2200871; 
2017GS2200873;2017GS2200872;2017GS2200874 

WARRANT: 2017A2220200146; 2017A2220200201; 
2017A2220200202;2017A2220200203;2017GS220081 

AFFIDAVIT 

:·;.: . · ::.:,, J .. ., 
.~·:)· ::!: 

-.. 
1. I am an Investigator with the Georgetown Police Department. 

2. I was involved in this case, including but not limited to, the searches of Righmarket 
Street in the city limits of Georgetown. 

3. During the execution of the first search warrant on March 10, 2017, I believed that we were 
searching the house based on a valid search warrant. Therefore, I entered the residence in 
search of items belonging to the Victim in this matter, Leon Harrison Jr. Upon entering I 
noticed that the house was cluttered with bags and boxes of items, including papers, 
scattered about. While searching the residence, I searched the room believed to belong to 
the Victim and-Tiesh Rhue, Victim's wife, I observed that the room was carpeted. In front 
of the dresser, I noticed a stain in plain view which appeared to be blood, but later a 
presumptive test for blood was negative. I then observed a rug which seemed out of place, 
outside of the room's-closet, laying.on top of the already carpeted floor. The rug seemed 
out of place on the carpet and I lifted the rug to see if anything was under the rug. Once I 
lifted the rug, I saw a stain which appeared to be blood and later tested presumptive positive 
as blood. All search efforts were then stopped to obtain a second search warrant to include 
a search for additional evidence. 

4. On March 10, 2017, after finding blood in the Victim's room, a second search warrant was 
obtained for H:i:ghmarket Street. Once I was notified the search warrant had been 
signed I, along with other officers, proceeded to search the house, particularly the room 
belonging to the Victim and Tiesh Rhue, for additional evidence. During the search of the 
Victim's and Tiesh Rhue's bedroom, I observed a second area where carpet appeared to 
have been cut from the floor in front of the bed. This area was initially hidden by a box. 
Under the area in front of the bed where the carpet had been removed was a large stain that 
appeared to be blood. This area also tested presumptive positive for blood. Acting in good 
faith under the search warrant, the carpet padding was cut from the areas that the carpet 
had been removed to be placed in evidence, and photographs of the blood stained carpet 
padding and plywood underneath were taken. After checking the walls for blood, I 
observed what I believed to be blood and/or blood spatter on the walls in the bedroom 
belonging to the Victim and Tiesh Rhue. What we believed to be blood was also found in 
various other locations in the room bed sheets and the mattress. 
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5. I learned that on March 11, 2017, the body of Leon Harrison, Jr. was found in the river by 
a citizen in the area of Georgetown County. The body was not discovered by the 
Georgetown Police Department. His body was later positively identified.Nothing obtained 
during the search warrant led to the discovery of the victim's body. 

6. Once Leon Harrison, Jr. 's body was identified, I participated in the execution of the third 
search warrant of Highmarket Street on March 14, 2017. While in the house and in 
the bedroom belonging to the Victim and Tiesh Rhue, I observed that there had been no 
material changes to the room. The carpet had not been replaced. The walls still had what 
we presumed to be blood scattered around the room. The stains and markings which we 
believed to be blood on the subfloor were still visible and had not been further cleaned or 
hidden. The room was still in substantially the same way as it was on March 10, 2017, 
other the mattress had ·been put back in place. 

7. While participating in the execution of all three search warrants of Highmarket Street 
in the city limits of Georgetown, I operated under the belief that all the search warrants 
were valid. While searching the house, once we found what we believed to be blood, we 
stopped searching to ·obtain a new search warrant in include the additional items of 
evidence, as is required for items of evidence different-from what is listed in the first search 
warrant. I believed I was acting in good faith and within the authority of the search warrant 
when I searched Highmarket Street. Further, on March 14, 2017, what we ·believed 
to be blood was still present in the room 4 days after the initial search and the missing 
carpet / padding had not been replaced. 

Georgetown, South Carolina 

Date: October 1, 2021 

SWORN TO BEFORE ME THIS 

l~ DAY OF OdoD,e4 '2021 
( 

~ C v'f'o.A.1. 4A , 
N ota:ryPlifdr South Carolin, ,-
My Commission Expires: L\ '201,..7 

I 

GATOR 
GEORGETOWN POLICE DEPARTMENT 

1849



MAYOR 
JACK M. SCOVILLE, JR. 

QCitp of @eorgetobm 
POLICE DEPARTMENT 
OFFICE (843) 545-4300 

FAX (843) 520-5848 

Georgetown Police Department 
Missing Person 

Leon Harrison Jr. 

5'8 217 lbs. 

POLICE CHIEF 
KELVIN A . WAITES 

On 3/9/2017, Leon Harrison Jr. (32) was reported missing by a family member. 
Harrison was last seen on Saturday night 2/25/2017 between the hours of 10 PM and 11 PM by 
his wife, at High.market St., in the City of Georgetown. Harrison is a black male 
approximately 5'8 and weighs 217 lbs with an unknown last seen clothing description. If Mr. 
Harrison is located please contact Inv. Bert Powell. 

Investigator Bert Powell 
Georgetown Police Department 
2222 Highmarket St 
Georgetown, SC 29440 
843-545-4332 

2222 Highmarket Street 

®eorgeto\.un, ~QC 29440 
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-·-··---- ---------

------···- ---·----·-•----- ··-·---·--·--·-------

·----·---·--------·---------

___ __,_ _______ ______________ ____ /--·-·_✓~ __ ---,,-• • ,------------

,.✓ 

------------------
--·----·-----------'--------

--·---·--··-------- ---- ··-- ·--------
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STI 0625 OP# 00005325 TEI 18 TRI 05902 

PEROXIDE 068113168758S 
PEROXIDE 068113168758S 

SUBTOTAL 
SALES TAX l 

TOTAL 
CASH TEND 

CHANGE DUE 

0.88 AD 
0.88 AD 
1. 76 
0.12 
1. 88 
2.00 
0.12 

•• * SURVEY OFFERED•• • 
TC# 2961 4638 6343 9727 7645 

02/26/17 01:07:50 

( 
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• .. .. 
C e ,, 

GEORGETOWN POLICE DEPARTMENT 
Consent to Search Form 

DATE: _3//0(dsOCT 

LOCATION: -~cl-Oj,)V\ ¼l,c,e, DqndJ-reo.+ 

I, . les b g11u.Q.. . having been informed of my Constitutional 

right not to have a search made of the premises hereinafter mentioned without a search warrant, 

and of my right to refuse to consent to such a search, hereby authorize: 

LmJ<iSh ~erk: R, u~2f: ., l . 
..r " -

to conduct a complete search of my ~/iJ~bile located at: 

Ak-k_\ 'U~0 ~ Bl! t~ BW ~/1'7cu:{¢wo-e 
Make- a11d-ii1odel of ·,ehicle if applicable: ________________ _ 

These agents are authorized by me to take from the premises any letters, papers, materials, or 

other property they feel is relevant to the investigation. This written permission is given freely 

and voluntarily, without promises or threats of any kind. 

SIGNED: ~~--------..._k.......,___~i=---'u_g _______ _ 

WITNES~: _____________________ _ 
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( ( 

Georgetown Police Department 
CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION DIVISION 

CONSENT TO PROVIDE BIOLOGICAL MATERIALS FOR 
DNA ANALYSIS 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

This is to certify thc1t I do hereby give authority and consent to Investigators with the Georgetown 
Police Department to obtain from me sufficient saliva samples containing a secretor to be analyzed for 
DNA content, development of DNA profiles, or for comparison against any other evidence. I consent 
further that if DNA material is t:a)<en from me by the cheek swab method that these samples may be taken 
by Investigators with the Georgetown Police Department, without aid or supervision of a physician or 
qualified medical technician. I further consent that any saliva sample from my body may be used in and / 
or compared against any evidence collected in any criminal prosecution under the laws of the State of 
South Carolina or the United States. 

I give this authorization freely and voluntarily without coercion, duress, or threats of any kind. 

Dated this b fh day of /rttcch .20q. 
Signed: z<1 dn ~k -

Printed Name: :[ a..E-K\ R1, JI Q 

Phone Number: i5t-\.2r c:?--ZfD- 5 (5'{ 
Printed Address: {-fi <g1 fVl(\{' ~ tl CX 

e::.~wtJ-kx 111 ~ 89<140 
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ST ATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY OF GEORGETOWN 

State of South Carolina 

vs. 

Alexander Rhue Jr., 
Alexander Rhue Sr., 
Tiesha Annette Rhue, 

Defendants. 

IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS 
FIFTHTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

Indictment No(s): 
2017GS2200870- 0874; 
2017GS2200880 - 0884; 
2017GS2200875 - 0879 

ORDER 

THIS MATTER came before the Court via Webex on September 24, 2021, upon the 

Defendants' Motion to Suppress, Motion to Exclude Evidence of Bad Acts, Motion to Exclude 

Language from Preliminary Instructions and Jury Charges, Motion to Sequester, and Motion to 

Exclude Any Inculpatory Statements. 

The following attorneys appeared before the Court: Gregory Voight on behalf of Alexander 

Rhue Jr., William Edgeworth on behalf of Tiesha Rhue, Ronald Hazzard on behalf on Alexander 

Rhue Sr., Alicia Richardson on behalf of the State, and Liz Smith on behalf of the State. 

The attorney for each Defendant made a motion to exclude any language from the jury 

instructions about a just verdict or fair trial to avoid confusing the jury regarding the burden of proof. 

The State told the Court that they would review the case law on this and would notify the Court of 

any objection to this exclusion by Friday, October 1st. The Court has not received any correspondence 

from the State objection to the exclusion of this language from the preliminary instructions and jury 

charges. 

The attorney for each Defendant made a motion to sequester witnesses to avoid corroborating 

testimony. The State agreed to sequester witnesses on both side except for their lead investigator and 
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statutory victims. The Defense inquired about who would qualify as a statutory victim and expressed 

concerns of sharing information from the courtroom to potential witnesses who have not yet testified. 

The State informed the Court they would provide a statutory victim list. 

The attorney for each Defendant made a motion to suppress evidence taken from the 

Defendants' home under three separate search warrants due to a lack of probable cause. Specifically, 

the Defense claimed the first search warrant did not note that any crime had occurred, the second 

search warrant was the result of the officers finding blood on the carpet after moving a clothing bin 

and rug from the floor without additional probable cause while looking for documents, and the third 

warrant was a product of the prior warrants with no additional facts alleged that a crime occurred at 

the resident. Additionally the Defense argued that the good faith exception does not apply and that 

the any evidence discovered in the home was not inevitable discovery. 

The State argued that the first warrant does not explicitly claim a crime occurred but it was 

implicit and that it was possible that documents could have been kept under a rug with a hamper on 

it and the hamper looked out of place, so additional probable cause was not needed to move those 

items. Further they claimed that the second warrant was based on the items found during the first 

search. The State informed the Court that even if the first two warrants were invalid the third search 

warrant came after the victim's body was found wrapped in wire in the Black River, and this 

independently was valid probable cause to search the home and discover all of the items that were 

originally found during the first and second search of the home. Each side was asked to send briefs if 

they wanted this Court to consider any additional arguments. 

Defense Counsel for Alexander Rhue Sr., and Alexander Rhue Jr., sought to suppress any 

prior convictions or bad acts of the Defendants. The State informed the Court they did not have the 

records of the Defendants and would inform the Court and Defense if they would seek to introduce 

any convictions of the Defendants for any purpose including impeachment. 

Defense Counsel for all Defendants sought to exclude any inclupatory statements of the 

Defendants' and a determination of the voluntariness of statements given to law enforcement. The 

State is prepared to proceed with Jackson v. Denno hearings for each statement. 

2 
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Finally, Defense Counsel for Alexander Rhue Sr., sought clarification about the two separate 

criminal conspiracy charges brought against his client. Mr. Hazzard stated these two separate charges 

stemmed from the same incident. The State claimed the charges were distinct and separate because 

one was conspiracy for murder and the other was conspiracy to hide human remains. The State said 

they would be moving forward with trial on both charges. 

After reviewing the briefs provided and considering the arguments from the State and Defense 
counsel, this Court finds as follows: 

• The Court shall remove any language from its preliminary and jury charges, like 'just' and 
' fair' in a context that would confuse the burden of proof. 

• All witnesses shall be sequestered under South Carolina Rules of Evidence 615, except for 
expert witnesses and the lead investigator. The Court reserves ruling on who will qualify as a 
statutory victim until a proposed list is submitted by the State. 

• The first search warrant of the Rhue home lacked probable cause and shall be suppressed. 
• The second search warrant of the Rhue home lacked probable cause and shall be suppressed. 
• The third search warrant of the Rhue home did have sufficient probable cause independent 

from the prior warrants. The third search warrant was served after the victim's body was found 
wrapped in wire, and the warrant sought an several things in the home including wire similar 
that the kind found on the victim, blood, hair, DNA, weapons, and clothing. Any evidence 
discovered during the execution of the first and second search warrants would have been 
inevitably discovered during the search under the third search warrant. Therefore, the 
evidence discovered during the searches shall not be suppressed. 

• Any ruling on the admissibility of the Defendants' criminal convictions is reserved until the 
State provides clarification what convictions, if any, may be introduced. 

• Any ruling on the admissibility or voluntariness of the Defendants' statements to law 
enforcement is reserved until a Jackson v. Denno hearing can take place. 

IT IS SO ORDERED! 

Georgetorr:_, South Carolina 

October ~ ' 2021 

3 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) 
) 

COUNTY OF GEORGETOWN ) 
INDICTMENT 

At a Cowt of General Sessions, convened on July 26, 2017, the Grand Jurors of Georgetown 
County present upon their oath: 

MURDER 

CDR: 0116 16-03-0010,0020 

That Alexander Rhue Jr did in Georgetown County, on or about February 25-26, 2017, while acting in 

concert with others, did willfully, feloniously, and intentionally kill the victim, Leon Harrison, Jr., with 

malice aforethought, either express or implied, and the victim did die as a proximate result thereof on or 

about February 25, 2017 in Georgetown County, in violation of Section 16-03-0010, S. C. 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. 
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STI-\TE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) 

COUNTY OF GEORGETOWN ) ---------------) 

STATE 
vs. 

) 
) 
) 
) 

Alexander Rhue Jr ) --------------------
AKA: _________________ ) 
Race: BLACK Sex: M Age: 38 
DOB: S8# ------
Address: Dandelion Court 
City,State,Zip: Georgetown, SC 29440 
DL#: SID#: SC01490705 

•col Yes □ No □ CMV Yes D No D Hazmat Yes D No D 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

) 

IN THL . )~URT OF GENERAL SESSIONS 

INDICTMENT/CASE#: 2017GS2200872 

A/W#: 2017A2220200203 
Date of Offense: 2/25/2017 ==~=~=~------s. c. Code§ : 16-03-0010, 0020 ---~---------
CD R Code#: 0116 -------------

SENTENCE SHEET 

In disposition of the above indictment comes now the Defendant who was 12(] CONVICTED OF or □ PLEADS 

TO: Murder JD--- /,fc 
in violation of , § 16-03-0010, 0020 of the S.C. Code of Laws, bearing CDR Code# 0116 ---------

0 NON-VIOLENT [l}VIDLENT □SERIOUS [}MOST SERIOUS D Mandatory GPS D §17-25-45 

The charge is: [}--As Indicted D Lesser Included 
• ' Offense, 

( CSC w/minor 1st or CSC w/minor 3rd ) 
Defendant Waives 

D Presentment to Grand Jury. ____ (def.'s initials) 

Thepl~a·_. 0 ATTES · , 
s or Recommendation, □ Negotiated Sentence, D Recommendation by the State. 

';) 
' SG-j38880 

SC Bar# Defendant Voigt, Gregory K 
Attorney for Defendant 

75186 

SC Bar# 

WHEREFORE, the Defendant is committed to the ,...l:'f~tate Department of Corrections D County Detention Center, 

for a determinate term of 5 "l days/monthst,ytNm'fime Served D Youthful Offender Act not to exceed ___ years 
'--~:;,; 

and/or to pay a fine of$ __ _ provided that upon the service of ___ days/months/years/Time Served and or payment 

of$ ; plus costs and assessments as applicable'; the balance is suspended with probation for 

months/years and subject to South Carolina Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services standard conditions of 

probation, which are incorporated by reference. 

The sentence shall run 
)2r<;:pNCURRENT or 0 CONSECUTIVE to sentence on: f:,2,,c;::, 1 ~1 lD :::, z_ Z O CJ f;:i-l U 

i,1:;;FFne ~dan · I begiven credit for time served pursuant to S.C. Code §24-13-40 to be calculated and applied by SCDOC. 
lo C 8Y, !~I@> • 

, D To includ°e1!irre spent on monitored house arrest prior to trial and sentencing. 

D The Defendant Shall be Released from County Detention Center. 

Pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 922 and§ 16-25-30 it is unlawful 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. 

SCANNED 
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STATE VS Alexander Rhue Jr INDICTMENT/CASl::ll': 2017GS2200872 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

□ PTUP after ____ months/years 
And Other Terms Listed Below: 

□ Substance Abuse Counseling 

D Attend Voe. Rehab. or Job Corp 

D Mental Health Counseling 

D Completion of GED 

D No Contact with 

D Random Drug/Alcohol testing 

D Domestic Violence Intervention Program 

D May serve W/E 
beginning: 

D Sex Offender Registry pursuant to S.C. Code§ 23-3-430 D Public Service Employment O'----- days/hours 

D Central Registry of Child Abuse and Neglect pursuant to S.C. Code §17-25-135. 

D Other: 

□ RESTITUTION: D Deferred D Def. Waives Hearing D Ordered 

Total: $ plus 20% fee: $ ----- ---
Payment Term _______________ □ Set by SCDPPPS 

Recipient: 
-----------------

*Fine: 
Fine may be pd. in equal, consecutive weekly/monthly pmts. of$ '2,()- ()v Beginning lmoo.Pk,r£1ersr 

$ 

§14-1-206 (Assessments 107.5 %) 
§14-1-211(A)(1) (Conv. Surcharge) 
§14-1-211 (A)(2) (DUI Surcharge) 
§56-5-2995 (DUI Assessment) 
§56-1-286 (DUI Breath Test) 
§14-1-212 (Law Enforce. Funding) 
§14-1-213 (Drug Court Surcharge) 
§34-11-70(b)and(c), and 34-11-90(c)and(d) {Admin Fraud Check Court Costs) 
§50-21-114(BUI Breath Test Fee) 
§56-5-2942( J) (Vehicle Assessment) 
3% to County (if paid in installments) 

D Appointed PD or appointed other counsel, Proviso requires $500 be paid to Clerk 
during probation and shall be collected before any other fees. 

□ § 17-3-30(8) Unpaid Application Fee to be paid to the Public Defender Fund 

Clerk of CourU D,eputy Clerk: 
Presiding Judge: 
Judge Code: 

Court Reporter: Sentence Date: 

SCCA/217 (07/2021) 

$100 
$100 
$12 
$25 
$25 
$150 
$41 
$50 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

IW•OO 

2-S•OU 

$40/ea $ 
TBD ~$ic--3-v--.-1~6~--

$500 $ 
TBD ~$------

TOTAL $ /2J.?·75 

::f'.e9tY{J70<:9F--', 

Page 2 of 2 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) 
) 

COUNTY OF GEORGETOWN ) 
INDICTMENT 

At a Comt of General Sessions, convened on July 26, 2017, the Grand Jurors of Georgetown 
County present upon their oath: 

OBSTRUCTION OF msTICE 

CDR: 0118 C/L, 17-25-0030 

That Alexander Rhue Jr did in Georgetown County between Februmy 25, 2017 and March 13, 2017, intentionally do an act 

which prevented, obstrncted, impeded, or hindered the administration of justice, to wit: provided false statements to Law 

Enforcement and concealed evidence in the investigation of the Murder of Leon Harrison, Jr., in violation of the Cornrnon Law 

offense of Obstruction of Justice. 

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

' IALCIRCUIT 
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STAT£: OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) 

COUNTY OF GEORGETOWN ) ---------------) 

STATE 
VS. 

) 
) 
) 
) 

Alexander Rhue Jr ) --------------------
AKA: _________________ ) 
Race: BLACK Sex: M Age: 38 
DOB: S8# -------
Address: Dandelion Court 
City,State,Zip: Georgetown, SC 29440 
DL#: SID#: SC01490705 

*COL Yes D No D CMV Yes D No D Hazmat Yes D No D 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

) 

IN THI:. _OURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS 

INDICTMENT/CASE#: 2017GS2200870 

NW#: 2017A2220200146 
Date of Offense: 3/13/2017 ~===~--------S. C. Code § : , 17-25-0030 ~------------
CD R Code#: 0118 -------------

SENTENCE SHEET 

In disposition of the above indictment comes now the Defendant who was ~ CONVICTED OF or □PLEADS 

TO: Obstruction of Justice Q--- IO V¼ t/ dl- fr~ f 

in violation of § , 17-25-0030 of the S.C. Code of Laws, bearing CDR Code# 0118 ---------

[iJNO N -VIOLENT □VIOLENT □SERIOUS □MOST SERIOUS D Mandatory GPS 0 §17-25-45 

The charge is: ~ Indicted D Lesser Included 

( CSC w/minor 1st or CSC w/minor 3rd ) 
Defendant Waives 

D Presentment to Grand Jury. ____ (def.'s initials) ' Offense, 

The p D Without Neg tiations or Recommendation, D Negotiated Sentence, D Recommendation by the State. 
ATT 

SCB8880 

Defendant Voigt, Gregory K 
Attorney for Defendant 

75186 

SC Bar# 

WHEREFORE, the Defenda{,~is cow:te~ to .the ;~(~tate Department of Corrections O County Detention Center, 

for a determinate term of () -~~~ime Served D Youthful Offender Act not to exceed ___ years 

and/or to pay a fine of$ __ _ provided that upon the service of ___ days/months/years/Time Served and or payment 

of$ ; plus costs and assessments as applicable*; the balance is suspended with probation for 

months/years and subject to South Carolina Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services standard conditions of 
probation, which are incorporated by reference. 

The sentence shall run 
,Id CONCURRENT or D CONSECUTIVE to sentence on: .J. o r·\ Lu Z, lJ){/iYI L 

t.r::3/The . .D!if~nd~lW~~~en credit for time served pursuant to S.C. Code §24-13-40 to be calculated and applied by SCDOC. a; ~ cs_ax§l~ S D To include1rme spent on monitored house arrest prior to trial and sentencing. 

D The Defendant Shall be Released from County Detention Center. 

Pursuant to 18 u.s:c. § 922 and§ 16-25-30 it is unlawful 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. 
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STATE VS Alexander Rhue Jr -------'---'~:C..:.Cc=-__ _____ _ INDICTMENT/CASl::11': 2017GS2200870 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

□ PTUP after ____ months/years 
And Other Terms Listed Below: 

D Substance Abuse Counseling 

D Attend Voe. Rehab. or Job Corp 

D Mental Health Counseling 

□ Completion of GED 

D No Contact with 

D Random Drug/Alcohol testing 

D Domestic Violence Intervention Program 

D May serve W/E 
beginning : 

D Sex Offender Registry pursuant to S.C. Code§ 23-3-430 D Public Service Employment o ____ _ days/hours 

D Central Registry of Child Abuse and Neglect pursuant to S.C. Code §17-25-135. 

D other: 

0 RESTITUTION: D Deferred D Def. Waives Hearing D Ordered 

Total: $ plus 20% fee: $ ----- ---

Payment Term --------------~ □ Set by SCDPPPS 

Recipient: 
-----------------

•Fine: 
Fine may be pd. in equal, consecutive weekly/monthly pmts. of$ 20 · Ob 
§ 14-1-206 (Assessments 107 .5 % ) 

$ 
Beginning /rYJo a+}e re/rq,, 

$ 
§14-1-211{A){1) (Conv. Surcharge) 
§14-1-211(A)(2) (DUI Surcharge) 
§56-5-2995 (DUI Assessment) 
§56-1-286 (DUI Breath Test) 
§14-1-212 (Law Enforce. Funding) 
§14-1-213 (Drug Court Surcharge) 
§34-11-70(b)and(c), and 34-11-90(c)and(d) (Admin Fraud Check Court Costs) 
§50-21-114(BUI Breath Test Fee) 
§56-5-2942(J) (Vehicle Assessment) 
3% to County (if paid in installments) 

D Appointed PD or appointed other counsel, Proviso requires $500 be paid to Clerk 
during probation and shall be collected before any other fees. 

□ § 17-3-30(8) Unpaid Application Fee to be paid to the Public Defender Fund 

Clerk of Court/ Deputy~k: Presiding Judge: 
Judge Code: 

Court Reporter: Sentence Date: 

$100 
$100 
$12 
$25 
$25 
$150 
$41 
$50 

$500 
TBD 

TOTAL 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 

26 'OI) 
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