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door and their wall there.  A lot of those bullets probably 

went -- there's no way to know -- probably went through Bri 

before they went through the wall and the door.  So she had 

multiple gunshot wounds.  

You heard both the paramedic and Mr. Jim Ward, who 

testified he put the tourniquet on her leg, that she was 

literally spurting blood.  So we're talking minutes, 

somebody's bleeding like that.  

So right there, you're talking a serious, 

life-threatening injury, and she's been shot multiple times.  

And what did you hear from Bri when she was on the stand?  She 

testified that she played like she was -- she was acting like 

she was dead so he thinks that he maybe has killed her.  He 

walks past -- she testifies that he walks past her to where 

Ashley is hiding back behind the car.  You saw photos of where 

the blood was on the car, where the blood was dripping on the 

ground.  Looks like somebody probably was bleeding and was 

standing there for a little bit.  

So what did Bri say that he did?  Intent to kill.  I have 

to show a specific intent to kill.  What does he do?  He walks 

over there, points the gun at her, pulls the trigger, and he's 

out of bullets.  Ashley's not dead today because of the 

numbers game.  He ran out of bullets, thankfully.  

At that point in time, you heard Bri testify that all the 

-- I guess however many people it was, they don't know, 
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whoever was in Doc's car -- that multiple neighbors testified 

of hearing a loud muffler and you heard Doc say the car has a 

loud muffler -- testified that they were all yelling at him 

saying, "Time to go, time to go.  We've got to get out of 

here."  

Obviously, he's just fired multiple shots in a highly 

populated area with families around and it's not going to be 

too long until law enforcement shows up.  Obviously, they 

don't to be there when that happens, so he leaves. 

Well, what did -- excuse me, I apologize -- Pete Fortner 

took the stand.  What did he testify to?  He testified that 

the little boy, the little eight-year-old boy told him it was 

Pep-Pep.  Now, how would he know who Pep-Pep was if had never 

seen Pep-Pep before?  Why would he tell, not only the neighbor 

that, but he would also tell Sergeant Rawl that, told law 

enforcement that as well.  

And then you heard Brandy on the telephone call tell the 

defendant the same thing.  "I lied.  I said I didn't know who 

it was, but unfortunately, my son, from the mouths of babes, 

did not lie."  He told the truth, because he didn't know what 

else to say.  He only could say what happened, what he 

observed.

So what did Pete Fortner testify to?  He testified that 

he sees the guy, whoever it is, could not recognize him but 

knew he was a black male, he was darker skinned, wearing a 
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white T-shirt with blue pants, running, holding something in 

his hand, getting into a car with a loud muffler.  He tried to 

follow him, couldn't catch up to him.

Now, another thing that may indicate a specific intent to 

kill was the slashed tires.  If you intend to resolve a 

situation amicably, I seriously doubt that you would go slash 

all of the tires on all the cars that you think belong to that 

individual before you go into that house.  That indicates that 

they had no intention of anybody leaving that scene, at least 

not without their permission.  

Just the number of shots that were fired alone and the 

fact that you would shoot somebody when they stand up through 

their abdomen, to me, is proof beyond a reasonable doubt that 

you had an intent to kill that person.  Now, if that isn't 

evidence enough -- that's what it looks like when you fire 

four or five rounds at somebody and you hit them multiple 

times and then they play dead.  And fortunately for Bri, he 

believed that she was dead and walked past her and tried to 

kill Ms. Jeffcoat.  But that person right there has multiple 

life-threatening injuries, as you heard from the medics, I 

believe it was Mr. Carlucci.

Ashley Jeffcoat.  When you shoot somebody through the 

abdomen, I don't think that that's a warning shot.  I don't 

think that you have an intent just to harm them.  

Now, you have to make those determinations.  As the judge 
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said, you are the judge of the facts.  You have common sense.  

That's why I put you on this jury.  You go back there and you 

decide what makes sense to you.

Now, you heard some of these calls and, frankly, the 

calls alone should probably be enough, in my view, to convict 

him with what you have to -- what amounts to almost a 

confession.  It has extreme consciousness of guilt, just 

literally soaked throughout the entire calls.  He says -- and 

I quote -- and I'm not going to play them for you again.  I'm 

not going to sit here and waste your time and go through the 

evidence.  But you heard, he says, why are you telling his 

brother?  Why do you think I tripped for?  And he says, his 

brother, because you got took.  All right then.  Say no more.  

You know they're probably recording all this.  That's right 

after it.  

Why does he tell Solo to be careful, they're looking for 

the driver?  Driver of what?  What's he talking about if he's 

not talking about this incident?  As a matter of fact, he said 

Tattoo is looking for the driver.  

And then you have the call that he makes to Brandy.  I 

could literally sit here for two hours going through that call 

and point out statement after statement after statement that 

clearly indicate this man's guilty.  I'll just touch on a few.  

When I say a few, I mean just literally a few.  

This is a transcript of that conversation.  Instead of 
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playing the whole thing for you, I just figured I'd expedite 

the process.  Thomas says, "I don't know who the eff came with 

you, but whoever it is, they cut my tires."  "I don't know who 

came with you."  That right there -- Thomas, he doesn't think 

that somebody is listening to that conversation.  It's just 

those two talking.  He says, "I don't know who the eff came 

with you," talking to Pep, "but whoever it is, they cut my 

tires."  And what does Pep say?  "I know, I know, I know."  

How would he know if he wasn't there, if he was in the 

room with Jordan Palmer at that time?  

And what is he apologizing for?  I still didn't 

understand what he was saying when he was trying to explain 

why he would apologize to them.  If you could understand, then 

more power to you, but I could not follow his train of logic 

when he was saying, or giving an explanation, I should say, as 

to why it was that he was apologizing to Thomas Seehof and 

Brandy for this incident.

Proof beyond a reasonable doubt.  What does that mean?  

I've been doing this for a long time, and I'm still not sure.  

Proof beyond a reasonable doubt, as the judge will instruct 

you on when he gives you the law, it's just proof that leaves 

you firmly convinced.  Personally, I believe that you are 

firmly convinced.  I believe that we presented you a case that 

is overwhelming with evidence.  The man is steeped in guilt. 

Proof beyond a reasonable doubt doesn't mean proof beyond 
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all possible doubt, all fabricated or conceived doubt.  There

are very few things in this world that we know with absolute

certainty.  The only thing I know with absolute certainty is

that my mama loves me.  That's the only thing that I know with

certainty.

However, you have to make that determination.  You have

to decide whether we've proven beyond a reasonable doubt.  Any

doubt that you have has to be founded in reason.

So the judge gave you an oath.  Y'all took an oath when

you first sat as jurors.  Okay?  And I believe that all of you

took that as seriously, and I certainly do, after having

watched how attentive you are.

Just one more time I'm going to review for you, and then

I'm going to sit down and shut up.

The evidence that we've presented, again the CAD

indicates that it was Tashonby Wilson.  The 911 call indicates

it's Tashonby Wilson.  Emily Ward testified it was Tashonby

Wilson.  Jim Ward testified it was a T. Wilson.  Pete Fortner

testified that little  told him it was Pep-Pep.

Miles Rawl -- Sergeant Miles Rawl testified that it was

Pep-Pep.  Ashley testified that it was Tashonby Wilson, that

she was certain.  Bri, I even asked her a second time when she

was on the stand, "Are you absolutely certain that it was

him?"  She said, "Without a doubt, it was him."  Both Ashley

-- and they were not in the same trauma bay rooms.  Both and
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Ashley and Bri separately told Detective Andaloro in the 

hospital that it was Tashonby Wilson that shot them and that 

he was at the Palmetto Inn where he was found.  

And I definitely wasn't going to put that poor little boy 

on that stand, after having been through things that no little 

boy should ever have to go through or ever have to see and 

make him relive this whole thing.  

And if you're like me and it insults you and it insults 

your intelligence that that man would sit up there and testify 

to the things that he testified after the evidence that we 

presented in this case, then I would ask that you go back and 

you render a verdict that reflects the evidence in this case, 

which is that man is guilty of two counts of attempted murder 

and possession of a weapon during the commission of a violent 

offense.  Thank y'all.

THE COURT:  Thank you, Mr. Pogue.  

Mr. Koger.

MR. KOGER:  May it please the Court?  

THE COURT:  Yes, sir.

CLOSING ARGUMENT ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANT

MR. KOGER:  Solicitor Pogue, Solicitor Pincelli.  You 

know, Solicitor Pogue read to you the definition of attempted 

murder, but also, y'all have other choices in this case.  

Y'all have the choice of whether to use assault and battery of 

a high and aggravated nature.  Y'all have the choice to select 
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assault and battery in the first degree.  Y'all have the 

choice to select assault and battery in the second degree.  

Now, I'm not going to give you the definition now because 

the Honorable Judge is going to give you those definitions.

Now, why is that important?  Because with everything that 

came out in the courtroom over the last several days, every 

piece of evidence, every piece of testimony, everything must 

be proven beyond a reasonable doubt.  

Now, in relation to the injuries, let's talk about what's 

not placed in evidence this week.  Okay.  The State provided 

EMS workers that had testimony on the injuries, but there was 

no medical doctors that testified to the injuries.  No medical 

doctors to testify to the length of any hospital stay.  No 

medical doctors to testify to any recovery time.  No doctors 

to testify to their present condition and prognosis.  As a 

matter of fact, Ms. Jeffcoat say, "I'm doing just fine."  

So it's not just making a decision based upon what 

happened in the case, every element must be proven beyond a 

reasonable doubt.  Now, it seems like to me, once statements 

was given and taken by law enforcement, that the investigation 

stopped.  It seemed to be no additional investigation as far 

as with a second person.  

I placed Ms. Snelgrove on the stand.  I think they 

processed the crime scene.  They processed two apartments.  No 

dusting of fingerprints or anything.  Now, of course, you 
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know, you can't dust every item for fingerprints, but you 

didn't dust the door jamb or the inside of the door jamb, the 

point of entry.

Throughout the report and testimony by various witnesses, 

you know, they talk about the socks.  There was an allegation 

that the socks were placed over the gun.  I think one -- I 

can't recall whether it was Ms. Jeffcoat or Ms. McRae said, 

yes, the socks were used.  Okay?  No DNA analysis whatsoever 

on any of the socks.  If they had done DNA analysis on the 

socks, then you could have been able to confirm whether 

Mr. Wilson was in there or not.  

One of the socks had brownish and red stains.  Well, it 

was stated, well, there was no indication that he was bled, 

but if the blood spatter on the sock had been one of the 

victims, then -- and in conjunction with the DNA analysis of 

the skin cells on the socks, well, then, it would have placed 

Mr. Wilson there.  Okay?  

The casings.  Ms. Snelgrove admitted that the technology 

exists.  There was no processing of the casings.  None 

whatsoever.  She say it will be difficult to do, but it was 

existing, and as a matter of fact, she stated it had been 

tried before without too much success.  So, again, not 

processed.  Okay?  

I think when Deputy Laintz made a plain view search of 

Room 217 back at the Palmetto Inn, he had the knowledge that 
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.40 caliber casings were found on the scene.  He saw .40 

caliber ammunition, but he determined, Well, there was no 

nexus between, you know, the .40 caliber ammunition in Room 

217 and what was on the scene.  He said he determined there 

wasn't enough of a nexus.  Again, they didn't even process the 

casings to see what type of gun.  

So what I'm saying, that when the State has the burden, 

and its agents, to prove beyond a reasonable doubt, they have 

an obligation to do a complete investigation.  Okay?  And a 

complete investigation was not done here.  They based this off 

of just statements, and they had an opportunity to do further 

investigation.  

Now, it is up to you to determine, as Solicitor Pogue 

stated and the judge has stated many times before, to judge   

the believability and the credibility of those who sat in the 

witness chair, and probably in the judge's instructions, he is 

going to give you some indication of believability and 

credibility.  

Now, in this particular instance, with the exception of 

law enforcement and maybe two or three other witnesses, most 

of the persons that took that stand, their believability and 

credibility is impaired in some way.  Impaired by drug 

dealing.  Impaired by drug usage.  

And I can see that there was some of the testimony that 

it was uncomfortable for some of you to learn firsthand or 
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maybe gain more knowledge about the drug culture in our area.  

Well, this is what this case was about:  The various 

participants in the drug culture.

Now, Mr. Wilson took the stand, and he didn't have to 

take the stand.  He had a Fifth Amendment right not to take 

the stand, but he took the stand to tell you what happened on 

that particular evening.  And don't be insulted because he 

exercised his Constitutional right to testify on his own 

behalf.  That was his right and he made a decision to do that.

I ask of you to take all the evidence that came out in 

this courtroom on the last several days and the testimony -- I 

ask of you to read or to take in the jury instructions other 

than for attempted murder, assault and battery of a high and 

aggravated nature, assault and battery of the first degree, 

assault and battery of the second degree, take into account 

what you didn't get any evidence as far as to the nature of 

the extent of those injuries.  You didn't any get 

any testimony from a medical doctor.  You didn't get any 

testimony of any length of hospital stay.  You didn't get any 

testimony of any recovery time.  You didn't get any testimony, 

with the exception of Ms. Jeffcoat saying, "I'm doing fine," 

on prognosis on that issue.  They got to prove every element 

of every crime beyond a reasonable doubt, and it is my 

contention, my defendant's contention that they have not 

proved their case beyond a reasonable doubt as it relates to 
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I've got them in the right order -- and I'm going to send 

these in.  I need to, first of all, make sure I've got them in 

order, got them properly marked.  They will be sent in in a 

printed fashion.  Will that meet your request?

JUROR:  Yes.

THE COURT:  Okay.  If you'll return to the jury room, 

I'll get them to you right now.  I have to mark them and then 

they'll be sent in.

(The jury exits the courtroom 7:11 p.m.)

(Court Exhibit No. 3, attempted murder charge, was marked 

for identification and received into evidence.)

(Court Exhibit No. 4, possession of firearm charge, was 

marked for identification and received into evidence.)

THE COURT:  All right.  If you'll take these to the jury 

please, sir.  

All right, folks.  We'll stand down until we hear further 

again.  Thank you.

(A recess was taken at 7:12 p.m., pending the jury 

verdict.) 

THE COURT:  Thank you.  Please be seated, folks, thank 

you.  Ladies and gentlemen, we're advised that the jury has 

reached a verdict.  

Are both the State and the defense ready to receive the 

verdict?

MR. POGUE:  State's ready, Your Honor.
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THE COURT:  If you'll hand it to the bailiff, please, 

sir, and he'll give it up to me.  Thank you.

Madame Clerk, you can publish the verdict.

VERDICT

CLERK OF COURT:  Indictment No. 2019-GS-32-01182, The 

State v. Tashonby --

THE COURT:  Tashonby.

CLERK OF COURT:  Tashonby; excuse me.

-- Tashonby Pedrick Wilson, charged attempted murder of 

Brittny McRae, verdict is guilty of attempted murder.  

As to Indictment No. 2019-GS-32-01184, attempted murder 

of Ashley Jeffcoat, charge is -- excuse me, verdict is guilty 

of assault and battery of a high and aggravated nature.  

As to Indictment 2019-GS-32-01188, possession of a weapon 

during the commission of a violent crime, guilty of possession 

of a weapon during the commission of a violent crime.  

Mr. Foreman, ladies and gentlemen, if this is your 

verdict, please indicate each of you by raising your right 

hand.  

All hands raised, Your Honor.

THE COURT:  Thank you.  

Mr. Koger, does the defense desire a polling of the jury?

MR. KOGER:  Yes, Your Honor.

THE COURT:  All right.  Thank you.  You-all can be 

seated.  
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virtue of your service this week.  You shouldn't get called, 

but if you do get called and if you don't want to serve, just 

tell the judge or the clerk at that time that you served 

within the last three years, and they will let you go because 

you're entitled to go.  

Thank you, folks, for your involvement with us.  I hope 

you've gained a better appreciation of how important you are 

to our system.  Thank you.  You're free to go. 

CLERK OF COURT:  Your Honor, I gave Mr. Harter, the 

foreman --

THE COURT:  Mr. Harter, I think we have another paper for 

you to sign before you go, the indictments, please. 

Oh, one other thing:  If you need any juror slips telling 

where you've been during the week for an employer or anybody 

like that -- 

How do they go about that this time of day?

CLERK OF COURT:  They can contact the clerk's office 

first thing Monday morning, and they'll be glad to send it 

wherever you need it.  

THE COURT:  Okay.  Did everybody understand that?

THE JUROR:  Yes, sir.  Thank you.

THE COURT:  Thank you-all.

(The jury exits the courtroom at 7:41 p.m.)

THE COURT:  All right.  I'll be glad now to hear 

additional motions, Mr. Koger.
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MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL

MR. KOGER:  Your Honor, may it please the Court?  

THE COURT:  Yes, sir.

MR. KOGER:  I move for a new trial in this matter based 

upon the evidence that came out in the courtroom this week, 

does not -- do not match the verdict that the jury gave.  

THE COURT:  All right, sir.  I respectfully deny the 

motion for a new trial for the arrest of judgment and any 

other motions that would be appropriately filed at this 

juncture.  This was quintessentially a jury issue, and the 

jury gave it thought.  They did.  They could have easily have 

convicted on all of the charges, and, you know, if they had 

chosen to disregard or not believe the evidence of the victims 

in this case, they could have acquitted Mr. Wilson, but they 

have given thought to it and have not been in lockstep in 

their decision.  

The jury's verdict is amply supported by the evidence and 

the testimony in this case.  The testimony of the victims 

themselves, the circumstantial evidence derived from the 

telephone records, the testimony of the other witnesses, of 

Tattoo and John and Katie.  All of those -- all of that 

evidence, of course, amply supports these verdicts, and so, 

respectfully, the motions are denied.  

All right.  Is the State ready to proceed to sentencing?

MR. POGUE:  Your Honor, the State is ready.
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business.  

You had other occupations, as Mr. Koger has mentioned, 

that would have been gainful occupations, and you apparently 

had some aptitude at those occupations, but, obviously, they 

did not pay what the drug business paid, and so you fell into 

that addiction so that you could have those things that the 

drug traffic would buy you.  

As a result of that, you fed on the weaknesses of the 

McRaes and the Jeffcoats and the Tattoos of the world and made 

money off it.  And then, when things turned sour, you tried to 

kill two of them for the nerve of taking part of your 

livelihood, the idea.

I have extended some small measure of leniency, quite 

frankly.  A small measure is all.  I recognize that, if you 

had killed these ladies or any one of them, you would be 

looking a minimum of 30 years in jail.  There's a maximum of 

30 for the attempted murder.  So I've given you something 

slightly less than the maximum out of recognition of the fact 

that that would be a minimum for murder, and try as you might, 

you were not successful in the murder.  It is still a 

significant sentence, and I've decided to sentence you 

concurrently on these.  Quite frankly, at one point in time, I 

was considering a consecutive sentence; but nonetheless, here 

it is.  

On possession of a weapon during the commission of a 
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